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v

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF E‘[;tégs’i\l?‘g" - . pERMISS'dN o REPRODUGE s
ém}TmNMRS&mﬁim * MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
e oo 0105 PROBE* EXAMINES THE PRESIDENCY ;
(\l Ths document has been vepaodyo:d as 3 ' ‘
M ALON »
P e wom e fon o INHIGHER EDUCATION ity
i ¢ Minor changes have been made 10 imptove i ' el [—) o, ‘
™ et _ - . Jerry Duea Lo —
— S Pt e and Walter L. Bishop TO THE EDUCATIONAL, RESOURCES
) Mm?:zjww - INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) .
poston O .

’ Introduction i \

.

Prior to initiating this study PRbBE#, in conjunction with the Current -
Issues in Higher Education class at the University gf Northern Iowa, conducted

a survey of the ranking officers of postsecondary educational institutioﬁs in

Iowa during the summer of 1979. Included in the survey sample were the heads
of forty—éﬁo pg;téecondary educational institutions--the ranking officers of
the state's_twenty-seven four-year colleées and univérsities (public and pri-

_ vate) and the\superintendents of the state's fifteen merged area schools (state-
SUpporied, two-year postsgcondary institutions). That limited study.served as
aJpilot test of the survey instrument and datauanalyéi; techniques employed in

“the implementation of a nationwide survey of college and university presidents
which was launched by PROBE during the winter of 1979-80. ‘This natfonal survey

. generated the findings and conclusions that are the substance of this report.

The survey was updertaken with financial ;asistaﬁce from both the College of
Educgtion and the Graduate College at the University of Northerp Iowa. The heads
of 1345 colleges and universifies ih the United States were invited to parti?ipate.
Of these, 481 were public institutions and 864 were under'privafe sponsorship.

S The institutions polled were idéntified on the bagié 6fitheir-yarticipation in
' teacher education according ;o data released by thé RITE Project at Indiana Uni-
- versity in 1976. . ' .; . .
5% _ The survey instrument employed was a one-page, e;lf-mailing questionnaire.
™ It wasldesigJﬁdlto accomplish four major objectives: (1) the collection of demo-
3 graphic data; (2) the identification and ewaluation of experiences included in. 4

the incumbents' profeéhional backgroun&s;-(B) the identification and evaluationy

*PROBE 18 an acronym for Practical Research into Organizational:Behavior and Effect-
iveness. This independent research organization is headquartered on the University
of Northern Iowa campus. The authors co-direct the agéncy's operations; pr. Puea

1s director of research and Dr. Bishop serves as director of fthe organization's

;ducarion division. , . - N
\)‘ . . ~ ., . .. ‘ ' , . . L . 2 . ) B . I .‘.
IERJf: . R o . 4
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of administrative tasks and. concerns in terms of time consumptfon, imbortance
and stresg-potential; and (4) the idEntification of major issues:confronting

educational institutions--now and in the future.

Questionnaires were distributed in two mailings. The.first was dispatched
in late October with a return deadline of November, 6, 1979." A second question-
naire was sent to non-respondents in late Januarx with a redponse deadline of .

February 15, 1980, .
Findings . ‘

v . [

Survey Response ‘

A total of 544 questionnaires out of 1345 were returned and analyzed: an
overall response rate 'of 40.4 percent. Respondents represented 206 public col-
leges and universities (response rate = 42,8 percent) and 336 private institu-
tions (response rate = 38.9 percent); two respondents failed to identify whether

the institutions they represented were under public or private sponsorship, ¢

+

Respondent -Characteristics - ‘ , .
. 7
" Table 1 shows a variety of characteristics assoclated with the respondents

and the institutions they represénted.

Position or title. As noted in the table, 88.1 percent of the respondents

. identified themselves .as president Of the institutions they represented, and
5 3 percent held the title of changellor.” Of the remaining respondents, 6.4
percent indicated that they held other titles and 0:2 percent neélected td ident-
if§ their positions. The titles most frequently mentioned under "other" were:

dean or academic dean (10); vice president (8); acting chancellor or president

.

(4); and provost (3). . .

Acadengcvpreparation. Qut of the. 544 partictpants in the survey, Af% ident-
ified their baccalaureate mafors, 336 reported their masters' degree majors,\
and 37i ga%e‘their terminal degree majors or emphases. These are shown in Tabie
12. Although the academic organizational schenes vary in different institutions,
an effort has been made to group the related majors reported into conventional
I categories. For the most part, no effort was made to’distinguish between those
subject area majors earned in educatior and those which were not; by and large

such .entries are grouped together under the appropriate academic title.

\
'

* .‘ It ean be seen in Table 2 that social’gcience fields were the predominant

choice of emphases in the graduate and undergraduate preparation of the college

EC S ‘:37 |
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Table 1 Characteristics of Respondents and the Institutions They
3 Represented (542 of 544 responses). -
s - . * [ . r
Public Private _ tal
(n=206) (n=336) (n=544)
Characteristics No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
A. ~Respondent Characteris€ECS LR *
- . “ N \t"
1. Position/Title .
President ‘ 166 .80.6 313 93.2 . . 480 88.2
Chancellor ’ k 24 11.7. -4 1,2 29 5.3
Other 15 7.3 19 3.7 34 6.3
, Unreported 1705 0 ~--= . 1 0.2
I r y ' . . .
2. Sex .- . LI
. v . -7
. Male 200 97.1 273 81.8 477 87.7
. Female ) 5 2.4 61 18.2 66 12,1
Unreported . 1 0.5 0 -—e- 1 0.2
B B * L]
B. Institutional Characteriatics
1. Sponsorship ' < . ) ::
Public K . 206 100.0 . --- - ~==’ 206 37.9 ~
Private ——— 336 100.0 336 61.8
, Unreported = sme emeee e el 2 0.4
. Institutional type . i f N
Liberal arts ‘college ) 14 6.8 253 75.3 268 49.4
Multipurpose college 89 43.2 50 14.9 139 25.6
.Land grant university g2 15.3 ' 0 —-e- 33 6.1
Other university 71 34,5 26 7.7 97 17.9
¢ Unreportad R 7 2.1 7 1.3
. -
3., Enrollment )
500 or less 1 0.5 42 12,5 43 7.9
501 to 1000 8 3.9 112 33.3 121 22.3
e 1001 to 5000 > 86 41.7 162 48.2 249, 45.9
T 5001 to 10,000 - i 61 29.6 15 4.5 76 14.0
Over 10,000 Lo 48 23.3. 4 1,2 52 9.6
U ted -, - ; 2 L. 1 Q 3 0.6
-nﬂepor ed -, | s ' ‘S\\O 1 0.3 o
4. Degrees offered . A l
. - . .
> Baccalaureate degrees (BA/BS) 203 98.5 330 98.2 533 98.3
Magters degrees (MA/MS) 177 85.9 134 39.9 311 57.4
Educational Specialist (Ed‘S.) 72 35.0 18 5.4 90 "16.6
Masters of Fine Arts (MFA) 46 22.3 23 6.8 69 12.7
Doctor 'of Education' (Ed.D.) 39 .18.9 . 16 4.8 55 .10.1
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) 63 30.6 22 6.5, - 85 15.7 -
Other doctoral degrees 28 13.6. 25 14 ‘53 4.8 -
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Table 2 Degree ﬂajo;é Reported by College and University P}ésidents ]
- - -/ ’ !
. h . . - Degrees ,
. . ‘ . BA/BS MA/MS Terminal.
Majors ) No. " Pcts No. Pct. . No. Pect,
4 N . R
Administration (unspecified) ~/T\\ 0. --- 317 9.2~ 54 14.6
Agriculture Fiélds: . { ‘
. ‘. - ’ .
Agriculture = ] . 9 “2.2 3 0.9 0 -—-
Agricultural Economics - 0 --- U ¢ J—— 1 0.3
Agronomy . 1. 0.2 0 --- 2 0.5
Forestry T 2 0.5 0 --- 0 ———
’ 7
*Agriculture Subtotal J12 2.9 3 0.9 3 0.8
Business Fields: ,
quiness'(unspecified) 0. -—-- 0 --- 0 ----
‘Business Administration - 11 2.6 1 0.3 0 -
Business Education 0 -=-- 0 --- 3 0.8
Management and Finance 0 “-- 3 0.9 . 0 - ==—-
Business Subtotal 11 2.6 4 1.2 "3 . 0.8
Education: ; .
~ Education (unspecified) .23 5.5 37 11.0 0 ----
Educational Administration 0 ~--- 10 3.0 0 ~----
Elémentary Education 0 --- 0 --- 2 0.5
Guidance and Counseling .2 0.5 10 3.0 2 _ 0.5
Higher Education 0o --- 0/ --- 50 13,5
Physical Education 5 1.2 2 0.6 A e
. Special Educatiomn 0 --- 1 0.3 0 —-=--
Education Subtotal” 30 7.2 60 17.9 . 54 14.5
B A
Engineering/Technology: , )
Engineering (dﬁspecifigd) 11 2.6 6 1.8 9 2.4
Industrial Education 9 - 1 0.3 0 =---
Industrial Relatioms 2 0.5 0 -- 0 -=--
Engineering/Tech? Subtotal 13 3.1 7 2.1 9 2.4
English/Language Arts: =~ L .
”
Classics 3 0.7 2 0.6 2 0.5
Communications 0 ~=-- -1 0.3 1 0.3
English ‘ 43 10.3, 17 5.1 5 1.3
. Englisgh Literature : 4 1.0 . 6 1.8 14 3.8°
Linguistics 0 --- 0 - 1 0.3
Literary Criticism 0 --- 0 --- 1 0.3
Rhetoric ' 0 —-- 0 -=- 72 0.5
Speech 6 1.4 6 1.8 3. 0.8
Eng./Lang. Arts Subtotal 56 13.4 *32 9.6 29 / 7.8
. 7 ‘ l | -
’ »
‘ -

——r

N
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i "ﬂ. .‘ i\\ ~ . R ‘ Degrees ° ‘ -
. - . BA/BS MA/MS » Terminal ) .
Majors - _ 7 No. Pct. No. Bet. - MNo. Pct.
* Fine Arts: .o N , ’
e . . Art | . ‘ 2, 0.5 0 o 0 __! P
Art educatien , . 0 - 2 0.6 0 ---
. Music . ) g 10 2.4 6 1.8 3 0.8
. s Fine Arts Subtotal 12 2.9 8 2.4 .37 0.8
. . -
Foreign Langwages: ° ' ’ \
Foreign Language (unspecified) 7 1.7 5 1.5 4 1.1
+ Greek . 2, 0.5 1 0.3 0o ---
. Latin ' . 3 0.7 | 0 -—- 0 ---
. ! PR Fofeign Language Subtotal 12 -2.9 6 1.8 —.7 4 1,1
Héalth Fields: ‘ X ' N
Hospital Administrat:ion 0o -=- 1 g’ 3 0 ---
Medicine 0 --- » 0 --- 4 1.1
Pharmacy i1 0.2 W0 - 0 « w-m
.Veterinary Medicime . 0 --- ‘0 ~e= 1 0.3
. " Health Fields Subtotal . _1 0.2 1 0.3 5 1.4
Law  “ VJ— 0 - 3 0.8
" Liberal Arts 6 1yh ol - 0 --
- Library Science - 1 ‘0.2 0 -— 0 -
Mathematics .~ " 18 4.3 10 3.0 6 1.6
_-Philosophy - 30 7.2. 14 4.2 19* 5.1 .
_ Psychology: - = , 11 2.6 22 6.5 31 8.4
’ ‘Reldigion/Theology . 14 3.4 32 9.5 16 4.3
. . . t . .
’ " Natural Sciences: . o
.. v -
L Biology . \ el ) 14 3.4 3 0.9 3 0.8
" ‘Botdny ) 0 --- 2. 0.6 2 0.5
Chemistry 17 -4.1 6 1.8 11 3.0
. Ecplogy ' o --- 0 --- 1 0.3
: . Geology ) .1 0.2 0 --- 0 ==
- ; Geophysics .o¥ 0 --5 0 --- 1l 0.3
Physigs - 7 1.7 3 0.9 ;2 0.5
Science (unspecified) 9 2,2 4 1.2 5 1.3
Zéology 4 1.0 ° 3° 0.9 2 0.5
) Natural Scleiice Subtotal 52 12.6 .21 6.3 27 1.2
_Social Scienees‘
, Anthropélog¥ T, 0 --- 0 =--- 1 0.3
‘ \ * Econothi,cs . 23 5.5 11 3.3 19 5.1
v +  Government - 0 - 0 - 2@ 0.5 N
f; * 1§
- \ .
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D A . ' T ) Degrees 4 )
- . . - . / o BA/BS - MA/MS . Terminal
Majors i . - No. Pct, . No. APct. ‘ No. Pct.
Social Sciences Continued ) ‘
History o 65 1546 49 14.6 48 12.9 7
. ' Humanities 2 0.5 - 0 - 0 ~-—-
Mediterranean Studies 0 - 0 ---- 1, 0.3 |
Political Science * 30 7.2 16 4.8 _ 20 5.4
Social Science {unspecified) - .5 1.2 . 0 ---- 1 0.3
Social Studies 2 0.5 0 ~-—- 2 0.5 -
Social Welfare , 0 - 0 ---- 2 0.5
Sociology : 11 2.6 _9 2.7 9 2.4
. - Social Scignce Subtotal 138 33,1 85% 25,4 105 28.2 )
- . - | )
TO0TAL RESPONSE Lot 417 336 371
N
and university presidents surveyed. They accounted for 33.1 percent of the
uudergraduate majors reported, 25 4 percent of che master's degree majors, and
28.2 percent of the terminal .degree emphases (29 2 percent overall) Other - ;\
fields in the top Yive overall were: education (12 8 percent); English/language L
arts (10.4 percent), natural sciences (8.9 percent); and unspecified administra—
tions .(7.6 percént). - .
At the baccalaureate level, the ﬁibe major areas mentibvned most frequently -
' were: social science fields (33.1 percent); English/language arts (13.4 percent);
natural sciences (12.6 percent); and education and philosophy (each with 7.2
‘ percent). The top five aneas of academic emphasis at the master’'s degree level = -
\ were: soclal science fields (25.4 percent), education (17.9 percent); English/
language arts (9..6 percent); religion/theology (9.5 percent); and psychology
(6.5 percent). . - ) . . .
It would seem reasonabla tb assume -that terminal degree training wéuld'be
the most important aspect of academic preparation for the college or university'
. presidency. ‘At this level, social science fields-;identified by 28.2 percent of
e those who provided such informatiah--held almost a two-to~one margin over the

next most freqyently mentioned area of emphasis. Following social Qcience fields .
were: ungpécified administragion klA.Q,percent); eaueation 214.5 percent);
< p&ycluology (8.4 percent); and English/language arts (7.8 percent).
Three hundred five survey respdndents also identified the terninal degrees
which they had eafmned. They were aq\follows )
5

~
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Bachelof of Divinipy (B.D,)--1. \ A ' S

1

2. Bachelor of Laws (L.L.B.)--1

3. Doctor of Education (Ed D. )——48
4. Doctor of Medicine (M.D. )--5
5
6
7

t Doctor 6f Philodsphy (Ph.D.)--248
' B
. Doctor of Theology (Th.D.)--1 ¢ . ) "
+ Doctor of Veterinary Medicine (D.V.M, )——1 ’
Profesgsional Experlence Evaluations - : .

ﬂ'Regarding professjonal experiences, participants in the survey were asked

to do two things: (1) to identify, from a list of seventeen areas of professionsI'

experiences, those they had KE?’prior to assuming their current keadership

positions; and (2) to evsluafB\Qn a five-point scale the importance of the
:contribufion that each experience identified made in prepaPing them for these.

positions. Results for the total group plus.those obtained from respondents

representing public and private institutions are shown in Table 3 (see page 8).

. ] ,
<

Oversll Experience Rating

|
' As 1ndicsted in the table, the single previous experience shared by most *
of the college and university presidents who participated in the survey was
teaching in postsecondary institutions. Four hundred thirty-nine respondents
(81.0 percent) indicated tMat they had had postsecondary teaching experience
prior to sssuﬁing thelr current positions.

Among the most common experiences, postsecondary teaching was followed by
deanships in higher education (300 -- 55.4 percent), vice presidencies in higher
.education (249 -- 45, 9 percent), chairmansghips of postsecdhdary scademic '
departments (233 ~-- 44 1 percent), and teaching in secondsry schools .(203 ~-

, 37.5 percent). ' ", ' ' : .

Ranking sixth in frequency was hscsdemic training in educational administration
that led to a degree and/or certificati;n" (175 -- 32.2 percent). Academic y; i
administrative t%ing was complemented by administrative internships in post-

-

P ) secondary educat ‘which was identified by 72 respondents (1312 Jercent).

Least common in the professional experience backgrounds of the college and
university presidents who participated in the survey wete professional practice
in health fieios -- dentistry, medicine, and veterinary medicine -- whicb was ;

identified by twenty-one respondents (3.9 percent) and legal practice which
was identified bsteventeen respon%énts (3.1 percent).
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Table 3 Evaluation of Professional Experiences Reported by Top Administratorg Y
L. in the Nation's Colleges and Universitiea . . ]
- - 2z [
i e ' ’ ’ :
" Public Inst. Private Inst. Combined Grps.
N ’ ,' (n=206) (n=336) (n=542) -
. . , ‘-Mean « Mear Mean
Experiehces Pct. Rating* Pct. Rating* Pct, Rating* - -
. Teaching in: _

N ’ 4 Y
Elementary schools - 15.0 2.65 18.5 2.73 17.2 2.70
Secondi{g“sch,gols . 34,0 3:23 39.6 3.32 . 37.5 3,29
Post-sectndary ‘institutions 84.5 4,63 789 4,63 81.0 4.63
Other** . 7.3 -4.13 12,8  4.33 10.7  4.28

, ' / '
R Public Service: )
. Appoinggye public office 25,2  3.87 14,3 3,71 18.5 3.79
Elective public office 9.7 3.20 4.2 3.29 | 6.3 3.24
’ . ‘\.\
Professional Practice: 4 -
Managerial positions in )
business or industry 15.0 4.19 15.2 4.45\ ©15.1  4.36
Health fields (dentistry- . s
medicine, vet. medicine) 6.3 3.39 2.4 3,00 3.9 3.24
Law 2.9 3.50 3.3 3.27 3.1 3,35
Theology . » 3.9 3,50 25.9 4.12 17.5 . 4,06
Administration: v
Academic training “in edu- . L
cational administration 35,9  3.96 30.1  4.14 32.3 . 4.06
Elémentary/secondary school ’
administration 16.5 3.47 312.0 3.93 16.3 3:76
Administraqive internship .
= in post-secondary educ. 14.1 3,90 12¢8 4,19 13.3  4.07
~ Chair of a post-secondary > -
academic department 47.6 445 42.0 4.16 44,1 4.28
Deanship in higher education’ 65.0 4.7l 49.4 4,80 55.4 4.76
Vigce presidency in higher . :
. education , s8.3 #.90 38,4 4.8]-  45.9 4.85
Other # ‘ 25.2 4,52 22,6 4.53 23.6 4.52
\ ) ' . i .

* Mean ratings were based on‘a five~point scale with five being high.

*%*  Leading responses under other techniques were: military trainidg, adult

education and graduate teaching. - , f
i Leading responses under other administration were presidencies of other
institutions, assistant to president, chancellor; military officerships, and
registrar, ! Y
/ : R v.~
’ ‘




u»‘v - - ‘ ’ 9
v R .

/ . - . Y
Table 4 gives a rank order 1istiﬁg of the sevgénteen experiences evaluated

and their mean ratings on a five—point scale.
Table 4 A Rank Order Listing of Preparational Expe \ence Ratings by College
and University Presidents (n = 542) : .

N ' [ -
. Mean . 4 X
A, Rank Rating* . Experiences
1 4,85 Vice presidencies in higher educationt .
2 4,76 |\ Deanships in higher education
3 4.63 Teaching in post-secondary institutions
. 4 4.52 - Other ddministrative experiences
5 L 4.36 Managerial positions in business or industry
- 6 4,28+ Ciiring post-secondary mcademic departfients

7 4,28 Other teachi:g experiences
8 4.07., ¢ Administrative internships in higher education
9 4,06+ . Theological experienge

10 4.06 Academic training in educational a&ninistration

11 s 3.79 Appointive public office

g 12 3.76 Elementary/secondaty school - administration

13 3.35 Legal practice

14 3.29 Teaching in secondary.schools T

15 3.2+ Health practice (dentistry, medicine, veterinary

medicine)’ ,
16 3.24 Elective public office :
1y 2..70 Teaching in elementary schools,
’ s '

- v

*'Ratings were based on a five-point scale witp five being high.

2
< ¥

Response Differences Between Respondents
From Public and Private Institutions

Proportional differences between responses by representatives of public
and private instituytions were examined atatistically by Fisher 82 ratiof Due
to the multiplfcity of comparisons, the alpha criterion was set at the 01 ”
level .in order to reduce the’ effects of cumulative Type T error.

As one may "have expected, the proportion of respondents represgnting private
institutipnd who indicated that they had had theological experience (25.9 percent)
exceeded the proportion from public institutions who’ had had such experience
(3.9 percent) to a statistically significant degree (p<< ,01). Favoring public
institutions statistically were the proportions of :respondents who had hefd

appointive public offices -~ %5.2 vs. l4. 3 percent, .deanships -~ 650 v&. 49.4

percent, and ,vice presidencies in higher on ~~ 58.3 vs. 38.4 percent

’(p <, bl in all instances).

- -
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. Remarkable consistency was found to exist between the-mpan' experience
ratings (on a five-point scale) of ‘the gubgroups based on institutional )
sponsorship. The rank difference correlation (Spearman rho) between the mean

ratings of the public and private subgroups was ,944. Furthermore, '

A

orthogonal comparisons via t ratios f;iled td reveé! any oifferences between

mean ratings that were significant at the \ 01 1level.

\‘- ) ) A / '

. Other'Subgroup Comparisonsl i
Table 5 (see page 11) shows compariaons of experience ratings between\two ’
additional subgroups, males ys. femalea and college representatives vs, those
_ from universities. . s s ’ ' \ \

. ) Again, Fisher's z.formula was applied to proportional differences between
apbgroup responses., In the sex-based subgroups, the proportions of males who
reported having experience in.elective public office (7.1 percent vs. 0.0 percent),
theology (19.3 vs. 4.5 percent), and yice preaidencies in higher education (49.3
vs. 22,7 percent) exceeded the proportions #f female respondents who reported |
having had these experienqea. Female respondents held the advantage in teaching
in elementary schools (62.4. vs.)13f6 percent) and teaching in secondary schools:
(65. 2 percent va. 33.5 percent). All differences reported were significant at _
the .01 level. ) '

N Like analyses of responses by the college and university subgroups revealed o
advantages favoring the cellege respondents in teaching in secondary schools
(41.3 vs. 26.2 percent) and theological experience (21 1 va 5.4 percent); the
advantage went to university respondents in chairing post secondary academie '
departments (56.2 va. 43,2 percent). These differences a}ao wvere aignifiiant
at the .0l level. € . ) :

. Although the rank difference correlation coefficients obaerved were somewhat
lower betweeh the male/female subgroups {rho = .849) and the college/university
subgroups (rho = 804), conaid%rable consigtency Gzﬁ“found in the mean

experience ratinga<gf these gubgroups as determined by orthogonal t ratio

compariaona., In no instance were significant differences found between the ratings .
of male and female réespondents., While it appeared that the difference between ‘
the male and female ratings regarding the importance of holding ‘public office

"~ ‘ as a preparational experience may have proved significant, no guch comparison

could be drawn becauae none of the fémale respondents reported having held

, \
elective public offices.=

- | 1 1
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" Table 5 Professional Experience Ratingd by SupgroaﬁbABésed”od Sex and- _ v
Institutional Status ; !
“ 7 \—— - ‘ . A .
a . .\ i P “® ‘c- .
< . Males & Females ) Colleges Univekbities
v | (n=477) (n=66) (n=407) (n=130) .
DN . . Hean N Mean ‘Mean Mean
Experiences L Pct. ,Rating* Pct. Rating*- Pct. Rating*® Pct. Rating*
*  Teaching in: . o . s . .

. Elementary schools . o 13.6  2.91"° 4¢.4 2,21 19.2 2.74 10.8 2,57
Secondary schools "33.5 3.3l 65.2  3.19 ' 41,3 -3.27 26.2 _3.44
Post-secondary institutions 79.7  4.63 87.9 . 4,60 , 80.3 4.61 83.1 4.68 ,
Other** S - 10.f 4.39 © 10.6  3.43 11,5 4.21 6.9 4.56

L ’ . - oe ' <0 ¢
Public Service: . <
. N t ’ t ] . .
/ App3intive public offite 19.1 3.8 ~ 136  3.67  “16.7 3.78.  23.8 3.90 .
Elective public office’ 7.1 3.21@ 0.0 . e—— 9,9 3.54 6.9 2.67
- -
’ R ' - . r ) ' v
Professiqnal Practice: . ,
» L -
Managefialvpogitions in R . .
-business or industry 16,4 4.37 . 7.6 4.20 15.5 4,35 13.1 4,53
Health fields (dentistry . .
medicine, vet. medi€ine) 4.2 3,25 1.5 3.00 \\\ 2.9 3.17 5.4 ~4.00
Law . 2.9 - 3.29 .5 3.67 2.9  3.42 3.1 3.75
" Theology 19.3  4.07 4.5  4.00 211 4.07 5.6 4.29
Administration: )
] . . -
- 'Academi& traiping in edu~ - N ! )
cational administration 33.5 4,07 22,7 4.00 34.6  4.09 26.2 - 3.97
Elementary/secondary school | ’ .
administrafion N 16.8+ 3.74 ° _16.7 3.91 18.2 3.84° 12.3  3.56°
Administrative internship * . | . .
- in post-secondary’ educ. 12,6 4102 18.2 4,33 14,0 4.26 10.8  3.43
Chair of a post-secondary . s
‘ academic department . 42,37 4,31 RELEE 4.11 41.5 4.18 52.3 4.52
Deanship in higher education 56.4  4.75 47.0 4.87 52.8 4.78 64.6_ 4.71
Vice -presidency in higher - . )
education Lt 49.3  4.85 22,7 4.87 43.2 4,85 56.2 4.88
"Other# - ‘ 24,1  4.51 19.7 - 4.:62 23.3  4.51 25.4  4.58
e A -
7 ) ‘ ii i
- * Mean ratings were:based on a five-point scale with five being high. "
**  Leading respod%éé under other techn;quéé were: miiitary trainihg, adult e
education and graduate teaching : !
R # Leading responses under other administration were presidencies of other )
institutions, assistant to president, chancellor, military officerships, and

registrar. \ . - -




' significant at-the .0l Jevel, ’ . ’
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Interestingly, however, two rather substankial but nonsignificant, differences

(due largely’to the small numbsr of -female respondents) were observable between
tHe mean éxperiEnce ratings of the male and female subgroups and between the
within-group rankings associated with them. Whereas the mean:rating %or
administrative internships in higher education by males was 4,02, .the mean rating
by fem&les was 4 33. As a result, this expérience ranked fifth among the “ratings
by, the female subgroup and tenth in-fhe male ratings. Conversely, qhe mean"

rating for other'teac¢hing experiences (in addition to, elementary, secondary, and

-post-secondary teaching) by males was 4,39 as compared to a mean rating of 3 43

for females. The corresponding within- grouparanks for the latter experience were
five and thirteen respectively, - - .

The only significant difference found between the mean ratings of the college
and university subgromps wag found in the chairing of ppst-secondaryracademic
departments with the advantEZe favoring university,respondents (4.52 ve., 4.18).

Similarly, orly single significant differences were foend in comparative
analysis of the subgroups based on institutional status (Iiberal arts colleges,
nultipurpose colleges, land grant universities, universities) and enrollment.

The lone significant difference hmong ifstitutional status subgroups was found
in the value placed on administrative internships.in higher.education when
respondents from liberal arts colleges rafed this experierce higher than land

grant university presidents (4.46 vs. 3.00). Among enrollment subgroups

‘ (500 or lessy 5011000, 1001-5000," 5001-10,000, and over 10,000),the 500-or-less

subgroup rated teaching in elementary schools higher than the lOQl—SOOO sub-
group did (3.89 vs. 2.46). As before, the differences reported were all

-

Comparative Importance of Preparational Experiences
L4

Analysis of' variance ﬁas'shown in Table 6 on page 13) revealed highly
significant differences existed in the overall importance ratings for the

"experiences evaluated. In order, to examine the relative importance of the

various background experiences evaluated, comparisons of the ratings for the

‘total response group were made with Duncan's new multiple range test. The

method developed by Kramer'(1957) for utilizing the Duncan test in gituations
involving unequal numbers of replications was employed. As.specified in
tables developed by Harter (1957), alpha was set at .0l in order to hold
cumulative Type I error below the .qg’level. The findings are shown in

_Table 7 (see page 14), . -

Ty S 13
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Table 6 A Comparison of the Evaluatjons of Various Preparational Experiences
in the Backgrounds of College and University -Presidents

- s

~

) lSource of Vartation , dfg . ) Ss © MS F
. - A '
Between experiences 16 779.3333 (  48.7081 52.05%%
Within experiences ‘ 0}.379 2226. 3600 .9358 °
- 7oTAL o 2395 1408.5833
% p £ .01 | '

-

*

As can be seen in Table 7, the mean rating for vice presidencies in higher
education eXxceeded all others except deanships in higher education to a highly
significant degree statisticaily In turn deanships in higher education were

“rated as being significantly more important than all but the next twp ranking
experlences -- post-secondary teaching and other administrative experlences.

At the other end of the continuum, teaching in elementary schools was
rated’as being a less valuable preparatory experience for college and ! .
university presidencies than all othef,gxperiences except elective puinc
offices and legal practice. (The latter fwo were handicapped in the comparison
by ‘the law number of respondents who had had these background experiences —-
n=21 “and n=17 respectively. Had these numbers been as high.as thirty and
twenty-four respectively, the existing mean differences would have been
sufficient to achieve significance.)

Of particular interest to the researchers were the relative positions of
the ratings for academic administratiVe traid&ng and administrative internships
in higher education as they represénted the only formal opportunities available
for gaining administrative training and experience. Albeit a slight one (one

/one—hundredth of a point), the mean rating for administrative internships did
hold an observable advantage over the rating for academic administrative
training in the overall experience ratingd of college and university presidents
who particiated in the survey (4.07 vs. 4.06). Needless to say,zit wag_not
sufficient to achieve significance T ndr was it great enough to effect any

diffen@nces in individual companisons of these means with other experience

rat ings. . " . ) - ! N ﬁ
. ’ . \ \f\ ‘
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Table 7 Comparison of Mean Ixperisnce Ratings via ° .
Duncan's ¥ewv Mutiple Range Tast ¥ P ’ [
A. ' ‘ '
A
‘ . . ﬁ : s
[ 3N o A Differences between -nj A
# . -
Exper lences Meang ~ 1 2 3 4 5¢ 6 7 8 S 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
[ - , B — - -
1. !hﬂn!f’y teaching s ‘ .70 —- .54 JS4te Sges g% 1.06%% 1.09%* 1.36%% 1.36#8 T ] 37a% | Sges liscn 1.66", 1.82¢ ] 93m% 2.06“»\ 2.15%
2. EKlectiys pudlic offics 3.2% - 0.00" € ;05 .11 .52 .55 L8244 .82an S83%% ] D4 1.04’-‘ ‘1.1260% 1 28 1.394% ] 5240% ] _§ln
I - ",
3. Bealth practics 3.24 ' —— .05 .11 .52 ~ .55 .824% 8204 L83 T ] 4R ) OaMw 1.12%%  {.28%%  ]|.39% ] 524% | g)aw
4. Secondary teaching 3.29 — 06 .47 SQE 77 g7ee 38 ggme ggee  Lgias  1L23% 13468 147ee | Sees
” ’
5. Legal practice 3.35 —# .41 &4 .71 .71 .72 .934n J93%% 1 01 1 170 ] 28%% ] f1é% | SO%e
6. Elemantary/secondary sdministrstics 3.76 ' — .03 ~30 .30 .31 SRS LS2vm _ppas 76%% a7e T | 00wk ] 09%e
~ Te L
7. Appointive public office 3.79 . //_’) .27 1127 28 - 7, LA .57"‘ L 730 LBhne * 97%% 1,067
L} - . t
8. Academic sdministrative trafoing . s.06 — 0.00 .01 .22 .22 .30 LT TL L e Ll
‘ b i F.4
9. Theological experience 4.06 Y — .01 .22 24 ¢ L% 460 s7en j0ee J9an .
10. Admtnistrative internships in higher ¢ducation 4.07 ’ . — .21 T .21 ,z; 454 LS6he LGgne’ L7184
11, Other teaching experience 4.28 ‘5 < ! = 0.0 .08 .24 35 age s7es
- ’ -
12. Charing scademic departments 4.28 \d‘@ - — .Djd_‘ LZ6 L350 upes 57
13. Hanagement in bhsiness/industry T k36 — .16 .27 AO%e ugws
. * . N -
14. Othar sdministrative experience *4.52 , ~ ! [ .11 24 7 L33
15. Postsecondary teaching 4.63 « - ——— .13 L2200
- A -
16. Desaships in higher education ) 4.76 * - . . . .09
17. Vice presidenciss in higher education 4.85 L ’ . —_—
. ' . s
. * ) ’ o, h ] .
** p < .01, - . - ~
. / N . . F ’ - .
. , . .
& ; p s A §
\ 15 : ' h ‘ 16
. ‘ . « . ‘ X -
? . / PR ’ +~
. . . - .
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Lonisequetitly, both formal aspects of administrative training were*
found to be exceeded i importance by four other types of preparational
experiences to a statistically significant\dégree' (1) “vice presidencies £n
higher education, (2) deanships in higher(‘ducation' (3) teaching in .
post-sefondary institutions; and (4) other administrative experiences
(exclusive os elementary/secondary administration).

On the other hami, the mean ratings for administrative internships in
post-secondary education and acadepic training in educational administration
were found' to exceed the mean ratings for four other groups of‘preparational
experiences-to a statistically significant degree (the numbers in parentheses
denote their overall ranks); (l4) teaching in secoﬁdary schools; (15) health
practices (dentistry, medicine, veterinary medicine); (16) e1ective public
offices; and (17) teaching in elementary schools-

Like comparisons among other subgroups (representatives of public and .,
private institutions, colleges, universities, males, females) revealed only
minor departures from total group findings, except in the female subgroup where
the iow sample number (n=66)'deterred the elicitation of significant findings.
In that subgroup, academic training in educational administration exceeded only
elementary school teaching in importance; and administrative internshipstin higher
education were rated significantly higher than both elementary and’ secondary
teaching (p < .0l irrsall instances). No eyperiences were rated significantly
higher than academic training and administrative internships in this subgroup.

' . ~< . N

Evaluation of Administrati¥e Tasks

-

Participants in the PROBE Survey of Institutional Presidents were asked to
examine 8ix common areas of administfyrive responsibility (plus "other") from

three different perspectives: (1) ftom ‘the standpoint of the amount of work

-time devoted to each task; (2).in terms of each,task's importance to overall

job performance; and (3) from the perspective of stress potential -- the degree

to which each responsibility taxes oné's physical and emotional reserves. " Time

consumption was identified by placing the various tasks in ranH order according

_ to the amount of time required’by each task; the other two perspectives -— .

importance and stress potential -- were rated on five-point gpales with oné‘%eiug

indicative of low importance ,or stress potential and five being the highest mark
- , A

that could be awarded. Table 8 (see page 16) summarizes the findings associated

+

with these task evaluations. . ) d . Y,

O | \\ . . - )
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Table & College and University Presidents' *Ratingl of Administrative Taska.ﬁccorhing t'o‘
. Institutional Spon-o;ship < ' ! .

o Time' Consumed Task Importance Stress Potentihl
3 LA TR ‘Numbar of Mean |Number of Mean, | Number of  Mean
I4 ‘r Tu{u i Responses Rank® | Responses Ratingh# B.ugogiea Ratingt#
Public Institutions: ) . - § . . =
Alumni affairs and fund 183 4.95 175+~ 3.41 f 158 = 2.54
& raising ’ oo~ ) . ) '
Plapning and administering - 186 2.47 178 “ 4,44 163° 3.80
. tHe budget ’ . . : .
- g ‘ngwnncl tasks .(rectuittent, 184 3.18 176 y 4,06 160 3.61
. \negotiations, etc.) : ’ . :
tning bourd relations © 185 3.08 °[ *177 4,28 161 - 3.71.
o ’ﬁ(ugcnr,n, trustees, legis- ‘ o
ative groups, etc.’ =~ . ST
. Prpgran development and . 186 2.84 |- 180 4,28 163 - 3,07
7+ improvessics -
. Student affairs 181 4,66 176 3.69 . 159 3.01 -
Other# 35 . 3.69 34 3.97"° 35 .3.40
| x - 7
. Private Inatituz:[.ons:, ‘
. Alumni affairs and fund | 286 . 2.57 | 289 4,28 271 3.52
. raising . N
Planning and administering 286  3.03 276 4.19° 266 3.66
‘the budget ~ - :
Personnel tasks (recruitment, 280 3.667 213 3.69 256 3.42
. negotiations, etc.) ) B M ¢ ‘
Governidg board relations - . 282 3.39° 284 4,26 261 -, 3.24
. (regerdts, trustwes, legis- - & \
. lative groups, etc.) A
: "ogru development and 289 | 3.31 290 3.95 270 \+~\5
improvements )
8tudert affairs 273 5.04 ‘269 , 3.49 253 . 2.80
Othert y . 51 3.49 57 4,35 58 3.48
Combined Groups: ,3; “
. Alumel affaivs and fund ’ 469 3.50 464 3.95 429 - 3.16
raising . - A o
Plaliting and’adninmistering 472 2.87 464 4,28 429 3.7
the buydget . o ) ~
Personnel tasks (recruitment, 464 3.47 | 449 3.84 416 3.49°
. negbtlativde), €&y '~ T . X o
xGovern:ltng hoard velations .. 467 - 3.27 461~ 4,27 © 422 3.42
(regents’, trustees, legis- -
T 1ptive groupsy-etes) ' > o AP
Program development and 475 3,13 470 4,08 433 2.93
itpromwements- - - - ) . .
Student-affaire .- ... .| 454 4,89 445 3.57 412, 2.88
Other# - 7°-1777 7 86 = 3.57 91 4,21 /93 3.45
' PR BN NI MR I AT N AL 4 ’ .
L o ‘ . - H

* Bagad on.ranks G
** Bagad on. & five-point geale;with £ive being high.

F Most frequently identified were public relations and civic affairs, ganatnl/toutina'
. 8dminigtravion, administraﬂor and faculty relatioa‘s, and long-range planning. ‘

) > 18




A major concern of the researchers wag the question of whether or not
respondents would be alile, to make such rdtings with a sufficlent degree of
independence to warrant thé drawing of conclusions. Or, after making the first
rating (tims consumption), wou Q’the next two ratings simply represen't
reflexive responses7 ‘ ’

Of particular concern were the ratings for task importance‘and stress
potential.’ In order to investigate the degree of independence (or for that
matter, dependence) between these two groups of ratings, product moment
correlation coefficients (PEarson r) were computed between individuals'
importance and stress—potential ratings for th variousftasks.

Tni coefficients obéﬁtged ranged from a ldw of .1977 between‘the

-~

L4

impo:taxce and stress potentfgi ratings for "other" to a high of .5313 for
"ooverning board relations" (median = .3488). 1In turn, coefficients of

determination (r2) jranged, from .0391 to . 2843 (median rl = ,1217). As a

. result, in no instance was more than twenty-nine percent of the variance in

stress potential ratings accounted for by the variance gssociated with task

-

importance ratings.. . -

s

On the basis of these figures, it was concluded that a satisfactory level |

of fndependence was achieved between the task importance and stress potential

ratings,to warrant the making of other meaningful comparisons.

4

-below the next highest task rating.

QOverall Task Ratings

Due to considerable disparitie observedlbetween the ratings for public
and private 1ngtitut;ons -—&;:pecigflﬁ*regarding governing board relgtions and
alumni affairs and fund'rais
drawn between the ratings of these two subgroups. Eonsequently, the bulk of

g -- the most meaningful comparisons can be ,

the statistical teéting in.this .section has been confined to the examination
of ,these comparisons, However, observed findings are presented for the total
response group. Overall time gonsumption rankings appear in Table 9 (see pege
18), task importance ratihgs appear in Table 10 (see page 187, and stress
potfntial ratin%/Jappear in Table 11 (see page 19). R .

It is interesting-to note that the majority of tasks are quite closely

.grouped\assording to time coggumption with the exception of the time devoted

to student affairs. Whereas the mean ranks for all other tasks fall within

a range of .76 of a ranhk, the mean rank for, student affairs falls,l 22 ppints

b
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Table 9. Ordinal Rankings of Administrative Tasks’ According to Time Consumption
as Reported by College and, Ungversity Presidents

/

R .
Absolute Mean .
. Réank - Rank* 5 Administrative Task
’ » ]
1 2.81 . Planning and administering the budget
*2 3.138 Program development and improvements
3 <4 3,27 Governing boeard relations (regents, trustees,
. . legislative groups, etc.)
4 3.4% . Personnel tasks (recruitment, negotiations, etc.
5 3.50 Alumi dffairs and fund raising
6 \ 3.5 Other :
7 4,89 ) Student affairs
¢ v @ i
% Based on the numbers one through seven. £

v

The differences between the ranks asgssociated with time consumption and task
importance are worthy of note. Only three o; the tasks identified retain the
same ks on both scales: (1) planning &nd édministeriné the budgey, (5)
alumni’affairs and fund raising, and'(7).student affairs. Although the
differences.between the mean task’importance ratings appear to be sémewhat
more uniform‘than those for time consumption, the greatest disparity again
appears betw2en the ratings for student affairs hnd program development and

~

improvemengs (the task rated next highest). . o

. [ 3 R v ‘
Table 10 Ratings of Administrative Tasks- According to Their Importance to
erall Job Performance as Perceived by College and Univdrsity
P Presidents .

-

Absoluk 4 Mean

Rank“w §ank*\ Administrati%g Tasks

1 < 4,28 ’ Planning and administering the budget

2 4,27 Governing board relations (regents, trustees,

’ Ny legislative groups, etc.) |

3 4,21 . Other ;

4 4.08" Program development and improvements &

5 ! 3.95 Alumni affairs and fund raising '

6 3.84 Personnel tasks (recruitments,\negotiations, etc.)
7 3.57 Student affairs

- 4
* Based on a five-point scale with one being low and five high:
’ . ¢
Only three tasks retained the same ranks in the three ratings by the total

regporise group (as shown in Tables 8, 9, and 10) They were: (1) planning and

) ad;inistrating the budget; (5) alumni affairs and fund ralsing; and (7). student

affaits. S~ 90 .
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.Table 11 Stress Potential Associated With Selected Administrative Tasks as

.. , Reported by College and University Presidents . ®
gbsolute Mean
Rank '’  Rank* Administrative Tasks
' ]
1 3.71 Planning abd administering the budget
2 3.49 Personnel &asks (recruitment, negotiations, etc:)
3 3.45 @ther S =
4 3.42 Governing board relations (regents, trustees,
legislative groups, etc.) - .
S5 3.16 . Alumni affairs and fund raising
6 2.93 Program development and improvements
7 2.88 _ Student affairs .
—— 7 ‘ ~ ,

el

* Based on a five-point scale with one being low and five high.

Intergrogp Comparisons

Returning to Table'8 on page’ 16, considerable difference can bé observed *
in the mean time tonsumption ranks obtained with public institutional represen-
tatives and those from privaté institutions (rank difference correlation = .214).
The disparities in the rankings of the two groups are due largely to differences
in the time apparently allocated to alumi affairs and fund raising. Whereas
this task ranked first in time consumption among private institutional repre-
sentatives, 1t was ranked seventh by respondents from public colleges and
universities. . , '

Task importance ratings also reflect the priority differences between the

two groups of institutional representatives (see Table 12, page 20). In making ,
jt/ratio somparisons of the mean task importance ratings by representatives of

publié “and’ pfivate imstitutions, it was found that a¥umni affairs and fund

raising was rated sfgﬁificantly higher by private institutional representa-

tives than by the administrators of public institutions (4,28’vs. 3.41,

p <..001). Onmn the other hand, administrators from public colleges and

universities rated three taska significantly higher (at the .01 level) than their

counterparts in privateé institutions: (i) planning and administering the

budget (4.44 vs.‘ﬁ.19, p < .010); (2) personnel tasks '(4.06 vs. 3.69, p 41.061);

N\

"~

and (3) program development and improvements (4.28 vs., 3.95, p < .001).

p Comparisons of the 'stress potential ratings by respondents from public

.and private institutions are shown in Table 13.(see page 20).

E
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Table 12 Comparisons of Task Importance Ratings by Presidents of Public
and ‘Private Institutions

Mean ImpQrtance . .
Ratings . Error

Task l, Public 2. Private ¥;-X, t Probability -
Alumni affaits and fund .
raising 3.41 4,28 . -.87  -8,20% ) <.o01
' Plaining and administering . y N
the budget 4,44 4.19 .25 2,79%% <,010
Personnel tasks (recruit- -
~ , ment, negotiations, etc.) . 4,06 ; 3.69 .37 3.80%* -< . 001
, Governing board relations
¢ (regents, trustees, -
legislagive groups, etc.) 4,28 ° 4.26 ;. .02 "0.14 o >.500
Program developments and 7 ’
. improvements o T 4,28 3.95 .33 3.60%*% ,  «,001
*  Student affairs 3.69 3.49 .20 2.00 +£.050 "
*f‘ Other 3.97 4,35 -.38 -1.71 >.050
7 [] :
' , Overall Imporfance Ratingsa 4,03 3.99 .04 .95 >.300
** p £ ,01

Table 13 ° Comparisons of Stress Potential ﬁatings by Presidents of Public and
Private Institutions

Mean Importance .

N ‘. Ratings _ L Error
Task 1, Public 2, Private X1-X4 t Probability
Alumni affairs and fund .
raising P o2.54 3.52 -.98 -8,12%% <.,001
T Planning and administering - : . ,
* the budget 3.80 3.66 .14 1.29 >.100
. Persomnel tasks (recruit- . ) “ —
ment, negotiations| etc.) 3.61 3.42 .19 1.61 >.100
’ Governing board relations - :
(regents, trustees, . -
legislative groups, etci) 3.71 3.24 W47 3.86%% ‘ £.001
Program-development and : '
improvementsg . 73,07 2.85, .22 2,11 4,050
Student‘affairs 3.01 2,80 .21 2.01 £..050
Other 3.40 3.48 -.08 -0.29 >.500 .
i * overall Importance Ratings «3.30 3.26 .04 0.84 « 2>.300
C k* pel 0L
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As indicated in Table 13, /significant differenges were found between the
mean stress potential'ratinés of the two groups in only two instances:
(1) represegtatives of private institutions associated gxeater stress with
alumni affairs and fund raising thah those who repreeented bublic colleges
and universities (3.52 vs., 2.54); and (2) the presidents of public nsti-
tutions rated'governing board relations more stressful than respondents who
representeﬁ private institutions., The differences were highly significant
in both instances (p-< .001).

Comparisons between the task Importance and stress potential ratings

’

-
.

-by college and university ratings revealed two eignificadt differences;

university representatives attached more importance_ﬁo program development
and improvements’and they associated more stress with governing board
relaEions. _However, these differences may largely be attributed to the
fact that the majority of the> university respondents represented public
institutions. ﬁ . o ‘
Comparisons also wére drawn between thé ratings of male and female re-
spondents for gime consumption, task Iimportance, and stress potential. They
appear in Table 14 (see page 22). Few substantial differences were noted. In no
iggtance were significent,differences identified between the task impo}tance
ratings of the two groups. The only significant difference in the stress
potentlak ratings was that males associateﬂ/significangiy ;ore‘ptress with

student affairs than females did.

Intragroup Comparisons of Task Importance -
Ratings in Publié and Private Institutions

4

Analysie of variance, as shown in Table 15 (see page 23), revealed the
existence of significant differences in the: importance ratings for selected
tasks by public institutional respondents. In order to examghe the relative :
importance associated with different adminigtrative tasks, Duncan's new multiple
range test was utilized to compare mean ratings for the selected tasks. |
Kramer's (1957) method for accommoda}ing unequal replications wéds employed.
Alpha was set at ,0l to hold cumulative Type I error for -the compar}son of
séven means below .05 according to tables developed by Harter (1957).  The

- results appear in Table 16 (see page 23).

As shown in the table, alumni affairs and fund raising was exceeded in
impoftance to a significant degree by each of the other six adminigtrative
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Table 14 Sex Variables in College and Uni ersity Presidents Ratings of Administrative
Taskg
. Time Consumed °* Task. Importance Stress Potential
b Number of Mean Number of - Mean Number of" Mean
Tasks Responses Rank* Responses Rating** Responses Ratingkk
’ . »
Males: , .
o Alumi affairs and fund a3 3.5 410 3.9 376 3.14
raising . &
Planning and: administering 414 < 2.78 . 407 4,28 375" 3.71
the budget S ) ’ . R
Personnel tasks (recruitment, 409 3.47 395 3.83 * 365 . 3,49
negotiations, etc.) . T,
Governing board relations AR 3.27 - 406 4.24 371 t 343
(regents, trustees, legis-
lative groups, etc.)
* Program development and 417 3.13 413 4,09 378 2.95
improvements ' ’ , .
Student affairs 400 4,86 392 3.59 362 2,93
Other# - : 71 3.52 75 . 4.19 75 3.48
* ?
Females: '
Alumi affairs and fund 56 3,18 55 4,26 . 54 3.35
raising . ’ ~ -
Planning apnd administering 58 2,98 58 " 4,33 " 55 3.75
the budget
Personnel tasks (recruitment, .55 3,49 55 - 3.93 ‘52 3.52
negotiations, etc.) . . .
Governing board relations 56 3.30 56 4,50 4 52 . 3.39
(regents, trustees, legis- ’
lative groups, etc.)
Program development and 58 3.14 58 4,02 .56 2.82
improvements- i ) s :
Student affairs ’ 54 5.13 54 3.43 51 2.51
Other# R - 15 3.80 16 4,31 18 3.33
@?
# * Based on the ranks 1-7. ’
" %% Baged on a five-point sca%e with five being high.
# Most frequently identified were public relations and civic affairs, general/routine
administration, administrator and faculty relations, and long-range planning. .

-
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.\\; Table 15

A Cbmparison of Selected Task Importance Ratings by Presidents
of Public, Colleges and Universities (ANOVA)

©

. \ P
>, Source of Variation df - SS _Ms - © F
Between Tasks 6 140.1307 23.3551 22, 78%%
. Within Tasks . 1089 1116.3640 1.0251
TOTAL 1095 1256.4947 ’
= = _ S r /
- k% p 01 ’ ' .
. x

tasks according to task ratings by,presidents of public colleges and universities
Similarly, student affairs was exceeded in importance by all administrative

tasks except other administrative tasks. Planning and administering the budget
‘was rated significantly more important than personnel tasks in addition to the
advaptage {t held over slnmni affairs and fund raising and other administrative.

tasks.

™

Table 16 Comparisons of Task Importance Ratings by Public College and Univereity
Presidents as Determined by Duncan's New Multiple Range Test

.

' d N . Differences Between Means
' Mean . '
Administrative Tasks Ratings 1 2 .3 4 5 i?g/ 7
. »
1. Alumnil affairs and fund 3.41 —=—  ,28%k  56%k%  g5k%k _B7k% W87%% 1,03%%
*  raising .
2. Student affairs 3.69 -—-- .28 J37%% 59%k  59%k  75%%
% 3, _Other 3.97 -— .09 .31 .31 47
4. Personnel tasks 4,06 \ — 22 .22 . 38R
5. Governing board relations 4.28 ——" .00 .16
/7 6. Program development and 4,28 - -—- .16
i improvements ' ~ '
7. Planning and administer- 4,44 —

ing the budget

** p < ,01

" Task importance ratings by presidents of private colleges and universities

The results appear in Tables 17 and, 18 (see
3

L 4 . .

were analyzed in the same manner.
& . page 24). .
' Among respondents from private institutions (as shown in Table 18), afumni
affaffs and fund raising, governing board relations, and plsnning and
administering the budget were rated significantly more important than the
three lowest rated tasks: . program development and improvements, personnel

Program development and improvements, and other

25

tasks, and student affairs.
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Table 17 A Comparigon of Selected Task Importance Rat%ggs by Presidents of
Private Coileges and Universities

3 : | L
Sburce of Variation -df © :° 8§ \ * MS ' F
Between Tasks © 6 155.7197 25.9533 25.51%*
Within Tasks 1731 1761.3290 | 1.0175 '
s TOTAL , L 19170487 M~ : 7
. ™ p<.0l ‘ . }

I ‘ S *
administrative tasks -- identified most ernggtlyJaé/public relations and civic
affairs, general/routine administration, administrator and facu12$?ré1ation5 and
long—range planning -- also were rated significantly hmore important than
personnel tasks and student affairs. All differences noted were significant at
the .0l levéih (Although other administrative tasks attained the highest mean
importance rating, the low number ©f responses in this category precluded /
significant findings in coﬁparisons.with other?‘lower—ranking tasks.) Both

the public and private subgroups indicated that governing board relations,
planning and administering the budget, and program development and improvements
were significantly more important to their oyerall functioning than the handling
of student affairs. ,Thcy also perceived plankipng and administering the budget

L
to be significantly more important to their bverall functioning than personnel

tasks. & ) - v
A The major disagreement between subgroup ratings was the importance atta!hed;to
alumni affairs and fund raising. It ranked second in importance among the . ’ -

responses of private institutional representatives and seventh (and last) in

the public subgroup.

13

. : N
Table 18 Comparisons of Task Importance Ratings by Bresidents of Private Colleges
and Universities as Determined With Duncan's. 'New Multiple Range Test

, . Differences Between Means

Mean
: Administrative Tasks Ratings 1 \> 3 4 5 6 7
\ ; \
™7 Scudent affairs , 3,49 To= L20 .46%k ,70%x 77kk, J9kk  BEK*
2., Personnel tasks 3.69 -—=  ,26%% ,50%% ,57%%  5Qkkx  GHk*%
* 3, Program dggelapment and 3.95 ——- s L24F% 31k 33kk 40
. improv t's ‘ : S y
. 4, Planning and administering 4.19 ¢ ‘ - .07 .09 " 16
‘ the budget . ) ' . -
. 5. Governing board relations 4.26 ; - 02 .09
6. Alumni affairs and fund 4.28 -9 07 . .
. raising .0 .
¢ 7.° Other R 4.35 26 v - ,f'-_~

EKC > p <01 ‘ - . .

Tox Provided oy ERIC RY




. \\ » ’ . ’ - jl '

B & - « * ' ~
Intragroup Comparisons of Stress Potential
. Ratings in Public and Private Institutions

-

~.

-~

As. shown in Table £9, anqu,sis bf varisnce revealed signific'ant differences
in the stress potential associated with selected administrative tasks by
presidents in public colleges and universities. The results of stress potential
rating comparisons drawn with Duncan's new multiple range test are shown in Table
20 . Alpha wss set at .0l to hold cumulative Type I error below .05.

!

Table 19 A Comparison of Stress Potential Ratings for Selected Tasks by
Presidents.of Public Colleges and Undversities (ANOVA)

S Source of Variation df 8S br MS, , F
' Between Tasks 6 196.7955 32,7993 £ 26.22%%
) Within Tasks ™ % 992 1240.9390  , 1,2509 °
* TOTAL. 998 146377345
- T j :
* \ * p < 01" o . - ' _ e — ‘

*Table 20 Comparigon of Stress Potential Ratings by Presidents of Public Colleges
and Universities With Duncan's New Multiple Range Test

-

—

Differences Between Means  * ‘

T A ‘Mean - ‘
Administrative Tasks Ratings 1 2 3 4 5 @ 6. 7
: umi affairs and fund , 2.54 === 47k%k  53kk  gfkk 1.07%% 1,17%% 1,26%%
) aising - . . .
‘_ 20 S Udent affairs 3001 ~ ~ ¢ Sm— n06 o39 060** 070** 079**
3. Program development and 3.07 . " m—— #33 SRk ghRk | T3kk
’ improvements Lo - . C -
- . 4., Other L. 3.40 ' = - .2 . .31 140
5, Personnel tasks . 3.61 { — .10 ~¢419
"6, Governing board relations 3.71 . : - _— .09
/ o/« Planning and administera 3.80 ———
- ing the budget . ) ’ ¢
'd;* ' % ; T .
p<£ .01 . g . ) /
. 4 “ ’ L »

.

Just as wit:h task ilmportance ratit;gs, the stress potential that the presidents , s
of public colleges and universit:ies associat with-alymni affairs and fund raising
was significantly less than that adsociated whth the other 8ix groups of admini-
atrative tasks.. The three top ranking tasks in terms of stress potential =~
planning and’ administering tl\e budget, goveming bcrard relations, and personnel
tasks ~= were rated significantly higher in stress pot:ent’ial than the three, lowest
)

] N . » ’
N a

. « - .
e, . - = 27 -
. . . . .
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ranking tasks: prbgram‘development ;nd improvements, student affairs, and alumni
affairs‘and fund. raising (p<£ .01). ‘
Tables 21 énd 22 show like comparisons of the stress potential ratings made

: 3
4 by the presidents of private institutions. et

" Table 21 A Comparison of Stress Potential Ratings for Selected Administrative
Tasks by Presidents of Private Colleges and Universities (ANOVA)

- * Source of ﬂVar::l.at::l.on df - SS 1 MS F !
Between Tasks 6 1692666 28.2111. 21.20%%*
Within Taske " 1628 2166. 4860 1.3308
TOTAL - 1634 2335.7526 \
, ‘ ] =
**p < .01 $' - % ’ N
{0

i - ) - \; '
d Table 22 Comparison of Mean Stress Potential Ratinéﬁ by Presidents of Private
ot Colleges and Universities With Duncan's New Multiple Range Test

Differences Befween Means
Mean ) .
 Administrative Tasks Rating%, 1 2 3 4 » 5 ‘ﬁ% 7
1. Student affairs 2.80 —== .05 L44%%  g2%kk  gBkk  72%k  BHkk
2. Program development and 2.85 --=- J39%% 57%kk  g3%k  f7k%k  Blkk
- improvements , /7 9
3. Governing board relations_ = 3.24 “ — .18 .24 J28%k L%k
4. Personnel tasks 3.42 -— .06 s ) 24 . ¢
5. Other ~ . 3.48 - -— .04 .18
6. Alumni affairs and fund, 3.52 — 14
. raising T . .
. 7. Plann&and administering 366 . -—
- the b t . )
. ] - )
. P4
ek P L .01 R : -’

Among the strass potential ratings by respondents from private institutions,
. significantly less stress was assoclated with student affairs and program development
and improvements than each of the other five‘éroups of .administrative tasks selected
’ for stuay. In addition to exceeding student affaits and program development and
imprgvemean in stress potential, planning and adﬁ?ﬁistering the budget and alummi
éffaire and fund raising were also identified éb‘having significantly mng stress \
asaociatﬂﬂ‘;;fi them than governing'boqrd relations.

. ¥ ¢
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In summarizing stress potential findings, both groups of:respondents (those -~
representing public and private institutions) indicated that three groups of

tasks -- planning and administering the bdéget, éoverning board relations, and
personnel tasks -- were significantly more stressf;l than student affairs and
program development and improvements. -

The major discrgpancy-between the two groups of respondents in their ﬁerceptions
regarding stress again lay in the area of alumni affairs and fund raising. Whereas
this area was rated least stressful by public institutional respandents (its ~
mean stress potentiai rating was significantly less than those for all other
tasks), it was identified. as the second.ranked stress-producing task by repre-
sentatives of private institutions. Within the latter subgroup, the stress
potential associated with alum;i affairs and fund raising was‘significantly

greater than the stress associated with governing board relations, program
deveiopment and ihprovemenbs, and student affairs.

. > -
Tas$hEvaluation Comparfsons With Public ,
School Superintendents' Views / !

v

It is possible to compare the task evaluations of college and university

presidents with those of superintendents in the nation's public schools on the
basis of similar data collected fromf the latter group by the first annual PROBE
Supvey of District Superintendents which also was conducted during the 1979-1980
academic year.® . ‘

The, only modifications in the tasks submitted for evaluation were that public
relations was substituted for alumni affairs and fund raising in the superintéh—
dents' éhrvey instrumeng' and school board relations activities replaced
governing board relations. Once data analysis was begun, however, the attempt
to treat public relations and alumni affairs and fund raising as equals proved
il1l-advised i/g.to the fact that the two tasks were not entirely comparable.

As it turned out, the bulk of the college and university heads who chose to make
use of the "other' option among administrative tasks identified this option as
pertaining to public relations and civic affairs. Superintendents were inclined

to identify other taska as office routine and the filing of governmental reports.
It would have been more apptopriate to have included both publi¢ relé?ions and
alumni affairs and fund raising among the administraticz tasks to be evaluated

by post-secondary institutional presideﬁts even though.aucﬁ'a move would have given
that group. an additional task to evaluate. Despite this problem, a high degree of

comparability existe between the other administrative tasks evaluated.
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,gﬁo samples were 1involved in the PROBE Survey of District Superintendents.

The first of these, the random sample, included 2064 randomly selegted public
, school district superintendents; stratification was based on five enrollment -

categories and the number of school districts in each state which fall within ( —
e?éh enrollment catégory The second s;mple was comprised of the superintendents
of the 200 most populous school districts in the United States. Responses were
received from 1154 superintendents in the random sa (576 percent) and from
133 of those in the ‘large district sample (66.5 percent

The results of school superintendents' administrative task evaluations are
show in Table 25,

/ -~
Table 25 Administrative Task Evaluations by. Random Sample and Large District g
Superintendents ¢
Random Sample Large bistricts
~ . Time Importance Stress ‘Time Importance Stress
, Mean Mean Mean Mean
Administrative Tasks. Rank  Rating* Rating* Rank Rating* Rating*
/ Public relations 6 3.81 3.20 4 3.86, 3.37
Planning and administering the 2 4,00 3.30 3 4,01 3.36
s b .
sPersdnnel tasks (recyruitment, 1 3.90 3,73 6 3.68 3.54
negotlations, etc.) ,
School board relations/activi- 3 3.99 3.62 1 4.19 4,05
ties
Program development and 4 - 3.86  2.92 2 3.93 2,85
improvements :
Stydent £ffairs 7 3.34 2.71 7 3.11 2,63
, Otfier :dministrative tasks** 5 3.28 3.86 5 " 4.07 3.85
* Ratings were based on a five-point scale with five being high.
»*»

. ) ** Tdentified most frequently were office routine and government reports, transpor-
tatio ana\physical plant concerns, staff development, legal affairs, and
admfnistrative supervision.

Correlation matrices (Spearman rho) showing relationships among the rayings

! of tsp administrators in public and private colleges and universitites, a cross
section of the nation s school districts, and in the nation's 200 most populous
districts appear in Table 26.

The correlations obtained support the conclusion that funding sources primarily
determine task evaluation responses. As can be seen in Table 26, the relationships
obssfved between the ratings emanating from puﬁlic colleges and universities and

N ’ ®

‘
»

* )
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Table 26 Intercorrelations Among Task Evaluations by Top Administrators in
Educational Institutions

[}

. Evaluation/Group 1 2. 3 4
Time Consumptibn: . . i .
1. Public college and university presidents 1.000 214 714 . 607
2. Private college and university presidents 214 1.000 .071 .643
3. Randomly selected superintendents 714 .071 ©1.000 .321
4, Large district superintendents . . 607 .643 .321 1.000
Task Importance:
1. Public college and university presidents 1.000 7 -.143 .750 464
2, Private college and university presidents -.143 _-1.000 -.179 714
3. Randomly selected superintendents .750 -.179 1.000 464
4, Large district superintendents 464 714 NAIA \;//14000
Stress Potential:
l.. Public college and university presidents 1.000 .321 .536 429
2. R;ivst& college and university presidents .321 1.000 464 «321
3. .Randomly selected superintendents .536 464 1-.000 .857
4, Large district superintendents 429 ©. 321 .857 1.000
L o

those representing the two groups of public school superintendents were considerably
closer in all three areas than the relationship observed between the ratings of
presidents in public and private colleges and universities. This was particularly
true in the case of task importance ratings where negative correlations were obtsined -
in compsring the“ratings oé private institutional representatives with those of the '
heads of public colleges and universities and randomly selected superintendents in
the public schools. Contrasting sharply with this observation (and virtually
unexplainsbls) was the fact that the correlation between large district findings
and those for private institutional presidents was higher than those found in
comparing the former group's ratings with those.of representatives of the other

two groups of public institutions.

Overall the highest degree of agreement was found between the various

t

/ -

groups' stress'potential ratings.

Compsrisons pf Time Management Ratings

) Although no provisions were made for identifying the actual time spent in
carrying out the administrative tasks identified, ordinal time consumption
rankings gere obtained both frdm college and university presidents and from

~
superintendents in public school districts. The time consumption ranks achieved

B . .
l 31
- R . . . . ’
v
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by the ratings/of the four comparison groups are shown in -Table 27,

)‘r -
Table 27 “rdinal Cﬁ%psrisons of the Time Allocated tg Selected Administrative
Tasks
A - Time Consumption Ranks
\ ’ ‘ ' ’ i College/University Public School
’ Presgidents Superintendents
. . Public Private Random Large
. Administrative Tasks ¢ Institutions Institutions Sample Districts
Alumni affairs and fund raising 7 ' 1 6 4
(presidents)/public relations . -
(superintendents)*
" Planning am administering the budget 1 2 2 3
Personnel tasks (recruitment, nego- 4 6 ,1 -6
giations, etc.) 7/ A
Governing board relations/school 3 4 . 3 1
- board relations
Program development and improvements 2 3 4 f 2
Student affairs ot 6 7 ©7 *7
Other administrative.tasks* 5 3, 5 5
* The tasks combined in these areas are incompatible; the only meaningful comparisons
' are those made directly between college administrator grqoups and those made
directly between superintendent groups. 1
" As can be seen in Table 27, considerable agreement was found in the time
consumption ranks achieved by the various comparison groups, especially in the \?

areas of planning and administering the budget, program development and improvements,

and student affairs., The greatest disparity was observed between college and uni-
'versity presidents in the area of alumni affairs and fund ralsing with sﬁbig edge 7 ?

going to the administrators of private institutions. Random sample superintendents
appeared to devote considerably more time to personnel tasks than the other

three administrator groups. An;\I;rge district superintendents appeared to
‘devote more time to board relations than any of the other groups. .

Of the directly comparable administrative’ tasks, more agreement was found
in the rankings of student affairs than with any other adégnistrative task.

None of the four comparison groups rated ‘this area higher than sixth among «

the seven areas studied.’
. . ) t ‘

Comparisons of Tssk Importance Ratings R

“Table 28 summarizes comparison of task.importance ratings by the four_
¢
cdmparison groups: public college and university ptesidents, presidents of

32 -/
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private insfjtutions, random sample public school district¥ superintendents,
|

and large district superintendents. - . -
, L4 |
able 28 Statistical Comparisons of Mean Task Importance Rat g*
. - College/University Public' School
. - o , Pregidents Superintendents
y; 1 2 3 4
. : y Public Private Random - Large
Administrative Tasks Institutions  Institutions Sample Districts
Alumni affairs.and fund raising (-2) , (+1) (1)) (0)
(presidents)/public relations _
(superintendents)** .
Planning and administering the badget (+2,3) (-1) (-1) (9)]
Personnel tasks (recruitment, nego- (+2) (-1,3) (+2) 0)
tiations, etc.)
Governing board relations/school (0) (0) (1)) (0)
board relations -
Program development and improvements (+2,3) (-1) (-1 0)
* Student affairs \ (0) (0) (0) (0)
*  Other administrative yasks** 0) 0) o (=4) (+3)

proy

* Symbols should be interpreted as folows: (+) shows which groups' ratings (by

column number) are exceeded statistically by that group's mean rating; (-) indi-"
cates which groups' mean ratings (by columm number) are statistically superior

to that group's mean rating; (0) indicates that no statistically significant
differences were observed.

** The tasks combined in these areas are incompatible; the only meaningful compari-
sons are tHose made directly bétween college administrator groups and those made
directly between guperintendent groups. Other intergroup differences are not
shown in the table. : '

7
As noted in the table, comparisons betqeeg‘presidents' and superinte{hents' ratings

were not‘feasible in the atreas of alumni affairs/public relations and other
administrative tasks due to the fact that they represent incompatible combinations.

Therefore, the comparisons presented in theee areas were confined to those for

related groups. .
It can bd sden in the table that public college and university administrators

.attached greater importance to.personnel tasks than private institutional presi-

dents. And they rated program development and improvements of higher importance
thaﬂ did either private college and university presidents or random sample

-

‘ .
superintendents.

>

The task importance ratings of private college and university presidents

exceeded those by other administrative groups in one area, that being alumni

L4 -
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thejir colleagues in public colleges and ugiversities.

Task jmportance ratings by superintendents showed statistical superigritya{n
two instances. Random sample superintendents rated personnel tasks of gréater
importance than private institutional presidents did, and large district super-

J intendents viewed other administraeive tasks as being more important than+<did
their random sample coUnterparts Among superintendents, other administrative

.

tasks largely were defined as office routine and governmental reports.

S,

Stress Potential Ratings

I3

Like comparisons were made between the four groups’ stress potential

ratings for-the various tasks. The results appear in Table 29 (8ee page32 ).

Table 29 Statistical Comparisons of Stress Potential Ratings*

- College/University Public School
" Presidents " Superintendnets
1 2 3~ 4
\ Public Private . Random Large
Administrative Tasks . Institutions Institys+ens Sample District
. ]
Alumni affairs and fund raising/ (-2) (+1) Q) __ (0)
public relations ]
Planning and administering the budget —~ (+3,4) Q+3 4) (-1,2) (-1,2)
Personnel tasks (recruitment, nego- {-(0) (~3) (+2) (0)
tiations, etc.) N,
' Governiing board relations/school (+2) _(-4) (-1,3,4) (+2) (-4) (+1,2,3)
board relations C .
) Program development and improvements 0) (0) (0) (0)-
% ggient atfatrs . (+3,4) © () -1} (1)
er administrative tasks** (0) (0) (0) < 0) /

* Symbols should be interpreted as follows: (+) shows_which groups' ratings (by
column numbet) are é%ceeded stetistlIvally by that group's mean rating; (+) ind11
cates which groups' mean ratings (by co number) ar¢ statistically erisx -
to that group's mean rating; (0) indicates that no statistically significant, ~-
differences were observed. '

** The tasks combined in‘&hese areas are Incompatible; the' o only meaningful compari-
sons are those made directly between college administrator groups and those made>
directiy betweeh superintendent groups. Other intergroup differences ‘are not
shown in the table. N

In summary, presidents of public colleges and universities associated
greater stress than either group of superintendents with planning and
adminigtering the budget and student affairs. ¥hey also perceived governing

board relations as being more streseful than private inetitutional presidents

+ “

did. ‘
[Kc ' . 34 BN
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A direct split was found between the opinions of higher'ed&cation adminis~

trators and superintendents on the amount of stress associated ¥ith plannihg/
and administéring the budget. Private college and university presidents, just .
as thei} colleagues in public ihstitutions did, rated this area éignificantly'

're stressful tthan was the case with eithe; group of superinteqdentsn Private
zﬁstiéufioﬂal presidents also assoclated greater stress with alumni affairs and
fund }aisinifthan did public COllege‘and university presidents.
) The_ stress potential ratings of random sample superintendents exceeded-
those by private college and uﬁiversityngresidents in two areas: personnel
tasks and goverﬁing board (gthool board) relations. The bnly area perceived to
be morevstgessful by large district superintendents was governing board (school
board) relations; this group rated it significéntly higher than each of the other
comparison groups. - 8
Challenging Issues Ipat Confront Institutions of Highér Bducationr

Two items in the PROBE Institutional President Survey focused upon the 1issues
that confront institutions of higher education. The first of these required
survey participants to identify, in the order of their importance, the three

" most challenging issues confronting their institutioﬁs at the time.the survey
was taken (FebruaryA19§0).' The second item required survey respondents to name

two other issues that tﬁéy felt would present serious challénges to their institu=4

tions in the next ten years.

]

Comparisons in this area also have been confined to the presentatipn of
! findings based on the reports of respondents representing ‘the two subgroups

based on institutiqg§l sponsorship (public and private). The current dssues .
identified appeat in Table 23 (see page 34). ‘

H -

Current Issues .
4 N Rl NN . .
As can be seen in the table, complete agreement.between the subgroups repres

-

senting public and ‘private institutions was found onlonn the top two issuéh-—
inflation and financial concefﬁb‘and’coné@?ns_related to declining enrollment—-
and on the problem ranked sixth, changing mission and purpose. With those -
exceptions, congiderable variability was ovserved in the relative importad
associated with the issues identified by the two groups. Despite the vi?{i:irity
. apparént, 8 signific7nt positive rgla}iongﬁip was in the form of rank difference
correlation elicited (rho = .567, p<.01). \ -
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Table 23’ ij.zic{a\l Issues Currently Confronting Colleges and Universities as Identifled by President

»
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f Thuse Institutions,

-
N . Public Inatitutions Private Institutions Combined Groups
- T (n = 202) (n = 325) (n = 527) N
5/ . Response Response, 7 Response
188y Rank Percent* Score*#* Rank  Percent®* Score** |~fmn Percent®  Score**
Inflation and fInancial concerns 1. 65,3 317 ! »63.7 493 ! 6,3 810
7
~Enrdllment declines/recruitment and r2 49.0 212 2 66.2 482 2 59.6 694
retentionq : P v (
Program development and improvements 3 8.6 136 | 4 32.9 169 3 3.1, 305 .,
Endowsent and fund raising 15 6.9 23 3 37.5 257 & 25.8 28b
Changing mission and purﬁe < 1s 18.8 s 17.5 101 5 18.0 176
Program maintenance/reorganization 4 18.8 79 \6 11.4 83 6 14,2 162
in response to inflation and i
enrollment i
[ . i '
Other miscellaneous issues# - 6 13.4 51 9.5 7.7 39 P 7 9.9 90
FaciFity developmefit and improvements 2 7.4 29 8 ‘9.8 46 ! 8 8.9 75
Ny,
Govermnpmental/legal regulations and _ 10 9.9 33 9.5 7.7 39 9 8.5 o 72
interference ’
Maintaining unique, independent 19.5 0.0 0 7 9.8 68 10 6.1 68
thrusts (liberal arts, religion, '
ete.) . ) I
! i i
Faculty recruitment/retention 14 6.9 s 28 1 7.1 38 11 7.0 66
Faculty and s?nu‘dm: morale 11 8.9 29 13 6.5 34 12 7.4 6
. i ‘%
Paculty developoent 13 * 8.9 28 I 12 7.1 34 13 7.8 62
Public relations 9 - 9.4 38 15 4.9 24 14 6.6 62
Governing boarg relations 7 11.9 43 ! 17 3.7 18 15 6.8 61
. Faculgy militsncy and wnionism’ 8 10.4 18 16 3.4 20 16 6.1 58
i
|
Paculty salaty parity 17 5.0 18 |14 4.9 25 17 4.9 43
Staff reduction and ctenure . e 5.0 20 | 20 1.2 7 |18 2.7 27
considerations ~ 5:\
Energy concerns 18 1.5 s |19 2.5 10 {19.5 2.1 15
Interingtitutional competition and 19.5 0.0 ] ‘18 3.4 15 19.5 &f- 15
«rivalry
y \

.

’ o 1 ' ./
* Perckntage of rupondcnu in each uteg\;ry who 1n\m:4 each issue mng the top three confronting their institutions.

¥ Scores vere accumulated o8 the basis

3 points fo? each top-ranking response, 2 points for each .:wnd ranking
response, and ! point for each third Zﬁnkiug respons

# Issues that3did not conform to other categories; uong the more frequent ones were lih-\ef-iﬂ and Title IX (6), 1”“"‘1

aanagement, (6), and temporarily increasing enrollaen; (3). A
f . U . v
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hThe'proportions of respondents‘who identified each issue among the top three
concerns at their institutions _were compared with Figher's z rstio Significantly\
greater proportions of the respondents who represented public institutions were
found to have identified governing board relations, faculty militaticy and unionism,
and staff reduetion and tenure considerations among their top three choices. On
the other side of the ledger, enrollment concerns, endowment and fund rsising,
maintaining unique, independent thrusts (1iberal arts, religion, etc. y, and
interinstitutional competition and rivalry were identified with significantly
grester frequency by respondents from‘Frivste institutions (A1l differences
reported were significante&t the .01 level.)

Two of these differences deserve further explanation. Even though both
groups identified governing board relanﬁons as a problem, the thrust of these eval-
uations appeared todiffer as well as the emphases, Whereas responses from public
institutions sppesreﬁkto focus on potential financial benefits, the majority of
those from private institutions were concerned with church affiliations or
with the identification of active, competent trustees. Secondly, the‘maintensnce
of unique independent thrusts was a problem identified only in the private
sector. For the most pérc, this problem focused on twoﬁtrends: the secularization
of educational interects and the i:éieasing client demand for vocational training
at the expense of lipersl arts programs. )

Score totals (based on three points for first responses, two points for
second responses, and one point for third responses) show that inflation and
financial concerns snd enrollment considgrations far outrank all the other isBues
identified in both groups except for endowment and fund raising in the privyate
institution subgroup ' ,

For all practical purposeg, half or more of tne twenty current problems

listed could be construed to be based on financial considerations. Among the

* top ten problems identified by presidents of public institutions, at ieast

four are serongly related to financial considerations (numbers indicate »
ranks): (1) inflation and financial concerns; (2) enrollment considerations;
K4) program maintenance/reorganizstion in r®Sponsg to inflation gnd enrollment
declJpé:}>and @ fagulty nflitancy and unionism. In fact, if one were to r
include more subtle relationships, other miseellsneous,issues is the only one
of the top ten problems (numbér six) that would be omitted.

In the top ten problems %déntified by presidents of private institutions,
five were closely related to fiscal concerns. They, were: (1) inflation and.
financial coitterns; (2) enroll;ent considerations; (3) endowment and fund

raising; (6). program maintenance/reorganization in response to inflation and

e Ay o .0
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declining enrollments; and (8) facility develonment and improvements., As with

responses from public institutions, if more obscure fiscal relationships were

encompassed nine of the top ten problems would be included. | ‘ ,
Following fiscal concerns in importance among the current problems identified

were those related to Planning and program considerations and faculty improvement )

and renewsl interests. Problems related to the former area were changing mission .

_ and purpose, program deve}opment and improvements, and program maintenance in

response to inflation and enrollment. Representing faculty improvement and

renewal intefests~were faculty recruitment/retention, faculty and student morale,

faculty development, faculty salary parity, and staff réduction and tenure

considerations.

Future Issues

The.findings related to the survey item that requested that respondents identify

two other issues that would present serious challenges to’ their institutions in the
. \\cJ next ten years are summarized in Table 24 (see page37).

As 1s evident in the table, the same twenty problem categories were used in
summarizing findings regarding future issues. Considerable agreement was found
in the ratings of current and future issues as evidemced by rank difference N
correlations (Spearman rho). Between the two groups of ratings fotr public
institutions the correlation was .8l1; it was somewhat lower for ratings inprivate
institutions (rho = ,744). The correlation observed between the ratings (g?p
public and private institutions on future issues (rho = .488) was slightly lower .
than found between their ratings for current issues. (rho = ,567). '

Just as with current issues, fiscally related concerns headed the list of

Y future issues, but changing mission and purpose and governmental/legal regulations
snd.intérference moved into the top four ratfngs for both subgroups. The top
five futurgé issues in'public institutiong were: (1) inflation and financial
concerns;’ (2) changing'mission and purpose; (3) enrollment considerations;

(4) governmental/legal regulations and interference, and (5) program deve10pment
and impro&pments. ' -

The top five ranking future issueB in private institutions were: (1) eproll-
ment considerations; (2) inflation and financial concerns; (3) governmental/lesal
regulations and interference; (4) changing mission and purpose; and (5) endowmeny
arid fund rsiaing.‘ P

Greater change was evident in ratings for private institutions. Among the
most noteyorthy'advances.between the rankings of current and future problems were )

made in the areas of governmentslllegal‘Sﬁsulations and interference (from a

3 = ’
.
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Table 24 Issues That College and University Presidents Believe Will Present Serious Challenges to Their Institutions

In.the Next Ten Years

-

Y

A W)
Combined Groups

‘ Public Institutions Private Institutions -~
{(n = 189) (n = 307) (n = 496)
‘ v Response Responsée ~ Response
*Issues Rank Percent*® Score** | Rank Percent® Score** | Rank . Parcent* Score**

Enrollment declines/recruitment and 3 21.7 109 1 30,6 252 1 - 27.2 361

retention )
Inflation and financial concerps & 1 31.7 151 2 26.4 200 2 28.4 351
Changing mission and-purpose 2 27.5 129 4 14.7 116 3 19.6 245
Governmental/legal regulations and 4 13.2 62 3 21.8 178 4 18.5 240

‘interference .

. Endowment and fund raising 15 4.8 ‘22 5 15.6 109 5 1.5 L 131
Facility development and improvements 9 7.4 38 6 11,7 ‘92 6 10.1 130
Progras developwent and improvement} 5 11.1 52 8 8.5 - 68 7 - 9.5 120
Program maintenance, reorganization 7 10.6 48 11 6.8 52 ~=t~8 8.3 100

in response of inflation and ¢« ~ . *
enrollment ®

-

Faculty militancy and unionisnm 6 10.6 50 12 6.2 49 9 7.9 99
‘ Other miscellaneous issues# 8 9.5 44 15 5.2 . 37 10 6.9 , 81
. J
Maintaining unique, independent 20 0.0 0 7 . 10.1 80* 11 6.3 80
thrusts (liberal arts, religion, . . :
etc.)
Energy concerns 14 4.8 23 9 7.2 56 12 6.3- 79
[N
Faculty development 13 5.3 27 13 6.5 46 13 , 6.0 73
*  Interinstitutional competition and 16 4.2 21 14 " 5.2 39 14 4.8 60
rivalry . .
w - - - . .
Paculty recruitment/retention 19 L L 5 10 6.8 54 15.5 4.6 59
A . - -
Staff reduction-and tenure 12 5.8 31 16 3.9 28 15.5 4.6 59
considerations
_ Faculty and student motale 10 7:9/ % |18 2.9 2 [17 ‘4.8 56
Public relations; 11 6.9 34 20 2.9 21 18 4.4 55
Governing board relations anc' 17 3.7 17 18.5 2.9 22 Y19 3.2 39
governance . )
<
Faculty salary parity 187 21 9 |17. 2.9 26 | 20 2.6 33
* Pprcanqaée of respondents in each category who identified each issus among‘tha two that will conf}ont their institutions
ih the next ten years. ,
A L SCOIE{,wara accumileted on the basis of 2 pointe for each top ranking response and 1 point for each second renking

- E

rasponsa,

-

I Ioa;a- that did not conform to othat categories.
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tie for ninth to third place), energy concerns (from nineteenth to ninthlihﬁgculty

* militancy and tnionism (from sixteenth to twelfth), staff reduction and tenure

. S considerations (from twentieth to sixteenth), and interinstitutional competition
and rivalry (from eighteenth to fourteenth). Noteworthy changes in the other

. direction were program development and improvements (from fourth to eight), . '
program maintenance/reorganization in response to inflation and enrollment (from
sixth to eleventh), other miscellaneous issues (from a tie for ninth to
fifteenthf, faculty and student morale (from thirteenth to a tie for eighteenth),
and public relatisns (from fifteenth to twentieth), (All differences reported
were significant at the .01 level.)

”

Summary and Conclus iog

-

4 . )
The PROBE Survey ofnfnstit onal Presidents was conducted/during the 1979-1980

-
>

academic year: The survey was designed to accomplish four major objectives: .

AIRY

(1) the collection of demographic data; (2) the identification and evaluation of
egégriences included in the incumbents' prqﬁessisnal backgrounds; (3) the
evaluation of gselected administrative tasks in terms of time consnmption,‘
importance and stres# potential, and (4) the identification of challenging issues
confronting educatiopal institutions -- now and in the future. 7

Invited to participate in the survey were the ranking officers of 1345
colleges and universities in the United States. Of these, 481 were public insti—
" tutions and 864 were*under private sponsorship. M =~

A one-page, self—mailing questionnaire was employed for data collection. It
was circulated in two mailings; the first in l:te October with a follow-up dispatch

-~

in’ late January.

Survey Response 'x 4

!J / e

‘A total of 544 completed questionnaires were returned an ,overall response

rage of 40.4 percent. Respondents represented 266 public colleges and

) universities (responsezrate = 42.8 percent) and 336 private institutionev(response.
rate = 38.9 percent); two respondents failed to identify thelr institution ]
sponsorship status., One hundred thirty universities and 407 colleges were
represented (seven failed to identify inatitutional types). % .

Y

Respondent Characteristics, Sex, and T le ) .
Responses from 477 males ang,igé—six females were included (one response

-

was not identified by sex). Regarding titles, 88.1 percent of the respondents
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and 5.3 percent hel e tltle of chapcellor; 6.4 percent indicated that they

heid other titles, and D.2 percent failed to identify their positions. Most o7
freqyen;ly mentioned under other tifles weré dean or academic dean, vice-president,
* acting chancellor or president, and provost. s/
v -Acddemic Preparation v
' ’ P |

Social sciencé‘fields, yhich were identified by nearly one-third of the
respondentg who supplied such information, dominated the major emphases at the . %
'qnaergraduste; daster“s,sand terminai degree levels~ At the baccalaureate
level, the top fiye areas of major study were: (1) social science fields (33.1
percent); (2) English/language arts (13.4 percent); (3) natural sciences (f%
percent); (4 and 5) general education and philosophy (each with 7.2 percent)x :

At the master's degree level, the top five were: (l)ﬁQF/Zal stience -fields
(25.4 percent), (2) general education (17.9 percént), 3) éﬁ%lish/language arts
(9.6 percent); (4) religion/th logy (9 5 percent); and psydﬁology (6. S'percent)
, And at t»slterminsl degree IeveI, t of msjcrs was headed by: (1) .
social science fields* (28.2 percent), (2) specified administration (14.6 ercent);
23) education {14.5 percent); (4) -psychology (8.4 percent); and English/language
arts (7.8 percent).- The terminal degrees earned most frequeglgy were the Ph.D.
(81.3 percent) and the Ed.D. (15.7 perc%pt).

] ‘

. \v\p‘ ¢ -

A Pl N -, . . '
Professional Experien'Evaluations ° ’ . €,

Seventeen different types of experiences in four categories =-- teaching,.

public service, professional practice, and admi ration -- were evaluated as
preparational experiences for college and university presidendies. The tive
most commgy experiences shared by respondents and the percentage of them who ,
had had these experiences follow: (1) teaching in post-secondary institutions .

(81.0 percent); (2) deanships in higher/education (55.4 percent); (3) vice- ~
presidencies in higher education (45.9 percent);:(4) chairmanships of post-

secoggary abddemic degaitments‘(44.l percentj; and (5) teaching in seconcary

schools (37.5 percent), - < “

-

Fermal preparafion for edgqational administration was represented by \

administlation that led to a degree anqvor
cértification, apd by admintstrative internships in post-secondary education.

academic training in educationa

" These experiences were shared by 32.3 and 13.3 percent of the respondeﬁas
respec:iveiﬁ.'”\\ . S ] )
! - N | 3 L]
., y . ; 1 . 5 .
c oy St ot - LY . . )




v A
The five experiences perceived by respondents as providing the most
{ valuable prepgration for institutional presidencies, in order of perceived

ortancé, were: (1) vice-presidencies in higher education; (2) deanships in
higher education, (3) teaching in post-~secondary institutions' 1/3 other
gdministrative experieﬁ!es, and (S) managerial positions in business and industry. \
Adentified most frequently under other sdministrative experiences were other .
- institutional presidencies, assistant to president, and chancellor.

The two formal preparational experienges -~ administrative internships in
higher education and academic training in educational administration -~ rated
eighth and tenth respectively. They were in a virtual tie with theological
( experience which ranked ninthx ‘ ‘

Statistifa’ examination (with Duncan's new multiple range test) of the
overall results, revea}9d~that both administrative internships and academ?t
training in educational administration were exceeded in importance as prepara-
tional experiences by the four highest ranking experiences (vice-presidencies,
deanships, post-secondary teaching, and otMer administrative experiences). In _

. turn, these two formgl preparational experiences exceeded the four Powest ranking
experiences, namely: (14) teaching in secondary schools; (15) health practices
(dentistry, medicine, veterinary medicine}; (16) elective public office; and
(I7) teaching in ‘elementary schools.
Like comparisons among other subgroupg based on sponsorship (public and
Jprivate), institutional status (colleges and universities)x\and sex revealed only
minor departures from overall findings,. except in the case of the female subgroup

the low sample number (n= 66) deterred the elicitation of significant

findikgs. In that subgroup, academic training in educational administration
exceeded Qhly elementary teaching in” importance; and administrative internships
were rited significantly h[@her than both-elementary and secondary teaching
(p<’.%1\1n

all ~Qtances)- No experiences were rated significantly higher than
«~» °, academic training and internships in this subgroup. . \\\\

~¢

Evaluation of Administrative Tasks -
> -r .
8ix groups of administrative tasks plus 'other" were evaluated from three

. ,bdifference perspectives: from the standpoint of timé congumption; in terms of.
. functional priority (importance to overall job performance); and according to
stress potential (the degree to which they tax physical and emotional reserves).
- Abme to rather, distinct differences in the responses from representatives of
publiu institutions snd\tho:e from private colleges and universities, meaningful

comparisons (were confined to those subgroups for the most part. . .

-~ ’ 7 '
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However, limited investigations based on sex and institutional status
’ vsriablea (colleges and universities) were made. They revealed that university ’
. presidents placed gre'ter priority on program development and improvement and
B agsociated more stress with governing board relations than their college
0 comterpsrt:s. These differences may well have been linked to sponsorship
status, however. The only significant sex-linked variable was found in the
fact that female presideﬁfs assoclated less stress with stgdent affairs than ma¥e§7

£

. \\ »

Time Management .

_Among resPonses from public colleges and universities the tasks examined
were ranked in the following order according to téme consumption: (1) planning
and administering the budget; (2) program development and‘improvemencs; :

(3) governing board relations (regents, trusfees,. legislative groups, etc.);
(4) personnel tasks (recruitment, negotiations, etc. ), (5) other administrative
tasks*; (6) student affairs; and (7) alumni affairs and fund raising.

Representatives of private institutions %anked them as follows: (1) alumni
effairs and fund raising; (2) planning and administering the budget; (3) program
development and improvements; (4) governing board relations; (5) other’ admini-
strative tasks*{ (6) personnel tasks; and (7) student affairs. The rank difference
correlation was only .214 between the time consumption ranks of the two subgroups.

I

Task Impo}tance . o \ n -

, The ranks 'achieved by’ the task importance ratings_of the, public institution
~f subgroup were identical to those for time consumption. The responses from
private institutions placed them in the following order. on the basis of their
perceived {mportsnue (1) other administrative tasks, (2) alumni affairs and
fund raising; (3) governing board relations; (4) plsnning and administering the
budget ; (S)ﬂpfogram development and improvements; (6) personnel’%ssks, and (7)
) studest(affairs. . ~ )
Orthogonal t ratio comparisons revealed that presidents of private institutions
Plgced significantly more importance on alumi affairs and fund raising than «those
from public collsges and universities. Conversely, public institftional repre+
- ‘bentatives rated planning and administering the budget, personnel tasks, and
program development and improvements gignificantly higher tbpn their counterparts

in privste inétitutions. .

*Identified most frequently in this area were public relatiohs and civic sffsgrs, '
general/routine administration, administrator and chulcy relations, and long~
range planning.* .

RIC L - 48 o
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’ Intragtoup eomparisons with Duncan's new multiple range test revealed that
- the presidentsJof both public’'and private institutjons perceived governing board
) relations, planning and administering the budget, and program development and
-lmprovements to be significantly more imporfant to their overall functioning
than their handling of student affairs. They also rated planning and admini-
' - stering the budget as being significantly more important than personnel tasks
The major disagreement between these groups was found in.the importance
attached to alumni affairs and fund raising. It was rated significantly less
. imporoant than all othe¥ tasks by CHE'public institution subgroup, and it was .
ranked second in importance by the private college and university subgroup where
it rated signif tly higher than program development and improvements,
" personnel tasks,. and student affairs. |

s

StressAPotéﬁEial-

The s!res@%potential ratings of public institutional presidents ranked the
tasks in the foilowing order: (1) planning and administering the budget;

0 (2) gove%ning bOamd re1ations, (3) personnel tasks; (4) other administrative -
tasksy AS) program development and improvements, (6) student affairs; and

R (7) alumni affairs and fund raising. o y :
‘ The,ranké‘achieved in the stress potential ratings of private institutional.

respondents wevej’ (1) planningtand administering the budget; (2) alumni affairs
and fund raising, (3) .other administrative tasks; (4) personnel tasks; (5)

;.' géverning boggd relationsj (6) program,development and improvements; and
(7). student; affati 8. ’

Ofgﬁogonad t ratio comparisons revealed only two significant differences in
the stress potential ratings' of the two groups: private institutional presidents
indicated that alumni affairs and fund raising more stressful, and péﬁiic
inst%tutionai presidents associated‘significantly greater stress, with

@ C goﬁerning board relations (p< .01).- ] :

In summary of intragroup stress potential ratings, both the public and

K private subgroups indicated that three groups of tagks -- planning and admini-

steri%g the budget, governing board re1ations, and personnel tasks -- were’

4
significantly more str&ssful than student affairs and program development and
improvements..' J .
=~ : ’ The major discrepancy between the two groups of respondents regarding stresg ¢

:d again layfin the area of alumni affatrs and fund raising. The mean stress

[y
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potential rating-for this .area in the public institution subgroup was gignifi-
cantly loWwer-tHan those for all other tasks. Among private institutional

respon%ents, alumni affairg and fund raising ranked second in stress potential,

. and it was viewed as being significantly more stressful than governing board

¢ relations, program development and improvements, and student affairs,
Generally, the more closely a task is associated with fiscal matters and

funding sources, the greater the time importance and stress associated with _

it. ' b 4
Challenging Issues That Confront .
, Institutions,.of Highér Education : PSS ‘
v - . -

The challenging issues confronting the nation's-colleges and universities

were investigated‘from two different angles. First, respondents were asked to

identify, in order of importance, the three most challenging issues confronting .

their institutiong at the time the survey was taken. Secondly, they were asked
y to identify two additional issues that would seriously challenge thelr insti-

tutions 'in the next ten years,
. Twenty problem categories were identified, and nearly half of these were
directly related to financial concerns. Although they overlapped to some degree,
almost all the issues could be assigned within tfhree categories: (1) fiscal
and funding concerns; (2) planning and program eonsiderations; and (3) concerns
related t6 faculty development and renewal. )

Just as with task evaluations, problem)ratings were tied closely to

sponsorship status -~ the sources of operatin funds. As a result, analysis in

this area alsé were confined to examining similarixjes<and differences in the

reports of public and private institutional representatives,

Current Issues -

.
A [ 4

Agreement between subgroups was found only on the top two issues -- inflation

and financial concerns and enrollment declines/recruitment and retention -- and the

»

fifth place issue which was changing mission and purpose.
The ten~mpst hallenging current issues identified by ‘the presidents *of
public colleges anéahniversitiea were: ' (1) inflation and financial concerns;
(2) enrollment concerns; (3) program development Amprovements; (4) program
maintenance/reorganization in response to inflatidand enrollment; (5) changing

, mission and purpose; (6) other miscellaneous issues; (7) governing board relations;

» <
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(8) faculty militsncy and unionism; (9) public relations; and (10) governmental/
Iggal rpgulations afid interférence, ) '

Among the ratingg by representatives of private institutions, the top ten
problems identifisd 3Zre: (1) inflation and financisi concerns; (2) en;ollment
considerations; (3) endowment and fund raising; (4) progrsm development and
improvements; (5) changing mission and purpose; (6) program maintenance/reorgani-

- zation in response to inflation and enrollment; (7) maintaining unique, independent
) thrusts (liberal arts, religion, etc. ); (8) facility development and improvements;
J‘%Ztisa for ninth) governmental/legal regulations and interference, and other ‘
. miscellaneous issues. 77 ¢

Comparisons between groups revealed that significantly greater proporti%%s

~ of public institutional igpresentstives identified governing board relations,
faculty militancy and unionism, and @taff reduction and tenure considerations
among the three most challenging issues confronting their institutions.
Significantly greater proportions of private institutional representatives
identified enrollment concerns, endowment and fund raising, and maintaining
unique, independent thrusts (liberal arts, religion, etc.). (All differences

N were significant at the .0l level.) ‘
- The latter concern was a problem unique to private institutions. 'By and . ‘,
' large, it was a two—fa;eted problem embodied by growing educational secularism
and the presence of greater emphases on vocational training to the detriment

of liberal arts.

e

e

Future JIsgues

In moving from current to future 1issues, notenorthy shifts were iosntified
in the elevated importance of governmental/legal regulations and .interference,
changing mission and purpose, faculty militancy and unionism, and energyﬂconcerns.
Ranked highest among the top ten future issues ideé%ified by presidents of {
public colleges and universities were: (1) inflationsand financial concerns; )
(2) changing mission and purpose; (3) enrollment concerns; (4) governmental/legal
regulations and interference; (5) program development and improvements, (6) faculty
militancy and unionism; (7) program maintensnce/reorganizstion in response to
.inflation and enrollment; (8) other miscellaneous issues; (9) faeility development
\\\ and improvements; and (10) faculty and student morale. .
. h In the subgroup representing private institutions, the top ten fnture issues

identified wete: (1) enrollment concerns; (2) inflation and fingancial concerns;
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(3) governmental/legal regulatioﬁs 4and interference; (4) éhenging missl;; and )

purpose; (5) endowment‘and'fund raising; (6) lity. develdpment and improve-

ments; (7) maintaining’ unique, independent thrygts; (8) program development

and improvements, (9) energy concerns; and (10) faculty recruitment/retention
Intergroup comparisoms revealed that greater proportions of public

Ggollege and university presidents identified.changing migsion and pufpose

among their top two future concerns. Significantly greater proportions of

private college and university presidents identified enrollment concerns, \

endowment and fund reising, and maintaining:unique, independent thruste among

their top two choices.
i

-

Discussion

Oné of the first things one notices in examining the findings of the PROBE
Institutional President Survey is the dearth of females who occupy college and
university presidencies, especially in public institutions. Only sixty-six
of the 544 respondents were women (12.1 percent) and sixty-one of these were from
privafe institutions. Obviously, much progress remains to be made if women are

to achieve a reasonable share of the top leadership positions in higher education.

-

-

Education and Job Preparation

Another interesting statistic was the fact th;t less than half of the
nation's college and university presidents who responded to the survey had been
exposgd to formal administrative training. At the teqminal degree level,’?nly
about thirty percent of the respbdndents reported having earned degrees in'ateas
allied with some form of administration (busine;e administration, higher
educatioe;‘hnépecific administration). And none of the respondents reported
having earned terminal degrees in educational administration per se.

From the standpoint of professional experiences, howeker, 32.2 percent of
the respondents indicated that they had/participated in academic training in
education administration that led ;'a degree and/or certification. An
additional 13.3 percent indicfted that they had participated in administrative
internships in post-secondary education, but no provisions were made to idencify
how many of these experiences overlapped with or were components of academic

administrative training programs, ~
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But one of many ironies in the field of education is the absencg of certi-

fication requirements for college and university presidencies. ance at Afhe
"Bulletin Board" in the Chronicle of Higher Educatié&'rev

»
common requirements for such positions according to the advertisements are an

that the most

earned terminal degree, evidence of scholarly excellence in one's field, and -

administrative experience in higher education. . )

Pointing up the irony of the situation are the stringent certification
requirements imposed by all states for the attainment of elementary ﬁChQ91 .
principalships while no such requirements exist for leadership positions in the
cOuntryis largest, most compMfx educational institutions’ - its colleges and

we

training is required for the principalship of "Primrose Grammar School" than for

universities. How does one reconcile the fact that more pertinent academic

the presidency of '"State U.'"? It appears that the regulatory agencies that
govern education may have nverlooked something! ’

Or have they? Direct, antecedent professional. experiences -~ vice-
presidencies, deanships, managerial positions in business or industry, and
chairing post—seéondary academic departments -- could be expected to supercede -
academic administrative training and administrative internships as preparational
experiences. 3 But how does one account }or the fact that post-secondary teaching
experience, !Eier teaching experierces (military, adult education, and graduate
teaching), and theological experiences were identified by sMpondents as
being equal or superior to formal administrative training as preparational
experiences:for presidencies in higher education? (Considering the gravity
of the problems facing institutions of higher eduﬁation, especially inflation, ¢
declining enrqllments,_and public apathy, perhaps gt 18 not too surprising that
theologiéai training and experience are considered viable preparational
experiences When all eise fails, prayer may be the only a1ternativel‘j;-g

Iﬁ any event, one thing appears certain: that the nation's universities
must give much needed attention to upgrading programs designed for the prepapation
of leaders in higher education, th at the pre-service and in-service levels.

‘“?ZEBE Institutional Preside;“ﬂgrvey relative to

administgative task evaluations and respondents perceptions of the current and

Based on other findings of the

future issues confronting higher éducatjion, it would appear that such efforts
could well be focused on the following concedns: fiscal responsibility; the
exploitation of traditional and nontraditional funding sources; alternatives for

meeting or staving off the effects pf enrollment declines; alternatives for the

®
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development of new missions, roles gnd programs (espe(ially thabe that apply to -
nontraditional students); the maintenance of institutional and program integrity

in the face of financial and governmental pressures; personnel considerations; ._

the promotion of positive public relations and confidence; and, where inevitable,

the effective management of decline.

. Determined improvement efforts in the aforement{ioned areas by institutions
which engage in the training of aspiriﬁg leaders in the field of higher education’
could gerve to promote more effective and efficient leadership‘}n the nation's
colleges and universities. Side benefits could also be the elevation of

prestige associated with such programs and subsequently, an improved source of

graduate admissions. .

From'a facetious standpoint, in response to the findings of this study, the

alternative may be the introduction of higher education management techniques

into traditional preparational programs in the social sciences. Somehow, 1t

seems rather strange that the formal training of nearly a third (or more) of

the college and university presidents who reported was limited largely to social

sclence education (i%st often history, political science, and economics).

While most learned persons would concede that knowledge of the past promotes

understanding of the future, at least as many probably would agree that sodz-

form of managerial training would be a desirable prerequisité for assuming the

leadership of society s Targest and most complex educational enterpribés.

Have we not achieved the status of business and industry where "rising

. through the ranks' has largely been supplanted by professional training for

leadership positions? Seemingly, advanced preparation and heightened sensitivities

that should result could serve to promote greater efficiency as one enters into

the profession; the vicarious, simulated, and direct experiénces associated with

academic admindstrative training and internships should help one avoid at least

some of ‘the pitfalls associated with trial and error approaches.

Before moving on, administretive internships are deserving of additional -
commentary. Although females rated internships somewhat higher (males rated
interships even lower than academic administrative training), such internships

still did not show the kind of superiority one would expect practical experience

opportunities to hold over academic Rreparation. This represents a rather

sighificant departure from the situation that often prevails at the undergraduate

level where practice teaching and other practicum experienzes often are -

considered among the more valuable aspects of preparational programs.

$
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It appears that administrative internships in higher education also are in
need of some refinegents. Some additional ‘suggestions may be in order for both
academin,and internship training programs according to response differentials '
obsefveg in the course of the research which were associated with the
sponsorship status of the institutions represented, especially in the areas
of task evaluation and the identification of critical issues.

Regarding Ebonborship status, ‘it would appear appropriate that;aspirants‘\.
for leadership positions 15 private colleges and universities be afforded oppor-
tunities to gain more experience in the area of development (alumni affairs,
fund raising, and endowment). Seemingly, their counterparts aspiring to
positions with public colleges and universities would profit more from greater
exposure in the realm of governing board relations. "Both groups would profit
from involvement in activities pertaining to relations with faculty, with
governmefital agencies, and with the public.

The only significant response difference betyeen the sexes was found in
the\fact that male college presidents associated greater stress with student
affalrs than their femalé colleagues. Attention perhaps should be given to
the recognition and accommodation of this difference within leadership training
programs, -

" e
Administrative Task Evaluations ‘ g

"In approaching time management, job priorities, and the stress associated
with selegfed administrative tasks in conjunction with this research, it soon
became ©Obvious that sponsorship status was the only truly viable basis for
drawi g comparisons. Other 9otential comparison groups based on enrollment
and igstitutional,status (colleges vs. universities) simply reflected, or were
conta nated by, the. different characteristics of the ;eéponses by presidents of
public and private institutions. This phenomenon also carried over. into
analysis of thé critical issues confronting institutions of higher education.

As a result, any effort directgd toik?d*edﬁgzzing the responses of repre-
sentatives of public and private institutions would have produced virtually
meaningless, misleading data-compromises. Therefore, comparisons in the areas
of task evaluation and the critical issues fdentified were confined to ' -
examinations of simifaritiea and differences in the reports of these two‘fmjor
groups. ' ‘ . -

Among task evaluations in terms of time management, job priofitieq
(importance), and stress?potential, sources of funding accounted for the
major Jdifferences petweén'the responses of representatives of public and

private institutions.’ ‘ i 50 .
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~ _The presidents of public institutions, which are largelf dependent upon
legislative sppropriations funneled through governing boards as a source of
funds, rated governing board relations third in importance among the tasks
evaluated, ‘and second in terms of %tress potential, Private institutional
representatives also rated governing board relations third in dmpor#ance but
fifth out of seven in stress. In turn, private institutional representatives
rated alumni affairs and fund rsisiné (their major source of support) second o
"in both importance and stress. Tﬂ:ir counterparts in public institutions rated )
this ‘task seventh (and last) in Both importance -and stress.

Student affairs proved to be another matter. Public college and university
presidents rated this task" sixtp in all three areas--time consumption, impor-
tance, and stress, kPrivate institutional representatives rated student affairs
geventh in all three instances’ - .

fhe low position occupied by student affairs in the functional prisrities,
of college and university presidents probably should not be interpreted as -
evidence of a lack of empathy and cdncern for students in light of the staffing
patterns generally characteristic of such institutions. Usually, a dean of
students or vice-president for student affairs is charged with requgsibilitx
for student oriented functions. . p

However, as enrollment declines continue and the competition for students
mounts, it may ge desirable for presidents to take more active parts in student
affairs, Greater involvement with students and the imprpved visibility that
results may afford those institutions whBre administrators do't#és effectively

an edge in fhe competition for students and pronbte improved retention rates.

Critical Issues -z

If the findings of the PROBE surveys, both of institutional presidents and
district superintendents, are any indication -- and one canmnot ignore the fact they
are -- both public and private educational institutions stwall levéls face & seyere

financial crisis. This crisis is compounded by decreasing enrollment projections

which preface the further erosion of financial supnort,bases.
The top two problems identified by both major groups of educational leaders‘

(college and university presidents and public school district superintendents)

were: (1) inflstion and finanqisl concerns; and (2) declining enrollment. Adding

impetus to the seriousness of these financisl concerns was the fact that at least
half of the top twenty problems identified by college and university presidents
either were of financial origin or had financial 1mplications.

»
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Growing problems, ranked third and ‘fourth among the future concerns 9f college
and university presidents, were keeping pace with 1ns€1tutions changing missions
and purposes and the threat of governmental/legal regulations and interference.
The latter problem was similarly prominent among the concerns of district super=-
intendents. Gove;nmental regtrictions and handicapped education requirements,

(\\\(bnt one form of governmental restriction, ranked third and fourth among the
'groblems identified by that ;roup of educators.

Another prominent concern that was limited exclusively to the reports of
private college and univeraieg presidents (it ranked seventh among current and
future challenging 1esues) was the preservation of theif institutions' unique,
independent thfusfs. By and large, this referred to their ability tb resist
the secularlization of religion-based education, to withstand the encroachment

.~

of vocational educational demands into the area of liberal arts, and to maintain
their independent approaches to education.

Although this problem was not cited by the administrators of public insti-
tutions, variations on its theme may well determine the course of education at
all levels in the United States in the future. Much depends upon how
administrators and the véry fabr1c1of the institutions themselves react to
competing alternatives in response to financial pressures and enrollment

declines. .
At the heart of the matter are the two major princi les updy which quality

education -- especlally quality higher education -~ is founded: a demic freedom
and program integrity. Will they persevere in the face of existing ;ressures, thé
likes of which heretofore were unknown? Let us examine the threats posed in grgater
detail. ' : ‘ . S ;ﬁ%\
First, let us look at the problem of maintaining program integrity. It {is

threatened both by financial pressures and enrollment declifes largely because
gtudents meé; money in the form of tuition income, in the form of législative
appropriations, or both. There ére two ways to effect improved enrollment
figures -- to recruit more students and to improve retention rates. More
) students may be attracted in a variety of ways, a number of which are lese than
desirable: one such way 1is the relaxation of enrollment gtandards; another the
easing of program requirements and grading standards; and yet another may be ,j
~ the addition of new,gless demanding courses of study. The latter two also may
_,/r“”A~§erve to enhance the student retention rate. However, barring sound educational
reasons for making such changes, program integrity is bound to be 1nf1uenced

. nagatively.
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Posing arlother threat to program integrity may well be the heated competition
for nontraditional students generated by efforts to fill enrollment quotas. This
competition may involve any or all of the aforementioned enrollment boosting

i‘ltices, none of which can be expected to prove particularly desirable in
‘fhe long run. R

If permitted to grow unchecked, the fiercq competition for students may

eventually‘dissolve traditional distinctiong/Ktheen 3unior colleges, trade
schools, colleges, and universities. In thelpast, it seemed that many two-year
institutions sought fulfillment through the institution of pre-liberal arts
and pre-professional programs. There is little doubt that many colleges and
universities today are considering (if they have not already done so) entry into
the competition for students with two-year institutions by offering a varilety of
vocational programs and other programs of limited scope *“~ even those of an
"artsy-craftsy’ nature. Another threat to program integrity that is becoming
more prevalent is the willingness of some institutions to indiscviminately.

. certify credit for programs or workshops conducted by outside agencies in‘ty
exchange for sharing in tuition profite. VOften such arranéements involve
considerably less instructional time than is required by accrediting agencies.
That is why they often prove attractive to teachers and others who re suhject
to periodic credit requirements for recertificationm, -

Unless carefully¥ considered and evaluated: attempts to economize operations
’ may also have negative influences on program integrity. Among the first program
. aspects to go in the interest of economy may well be expensive laboratory
components and high cost programs with limited enrollments. Deferred maintenance
programs, reduced equipment -and material acquisitions, uncompetitive faculty
' salaries, and staff reduction efforts also may hinder | program quality Especially
detrimental’ ‘may be the elimination of younger, untenured, competent faculty -

upon whose energy and enthusiasm rests the future of the institution and its

-
-~ . '

programs,
Posing a very real threat to both program integrity and academic freedom
are the not-so-subtle influences exerted by the federal government through the.
grants available from and the programs funded by its various agencies. While
. such agencies seldom dictate what is to be taught from a legislative standpointf
> 'they do dictate what kinds of programs will be fundgd Typically, the longer
Jaoft money programs endure, the more restrictive the gui\elines become and the ﬂ (/

less latitude there ts8 to exercise local decieion making, academic freedom, and

program quality determination. It ds very easy for institutigns to'falljintol
‘. 14 - C
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the trap of proposing, designrng, and conducting programa in which they h3ve\very
little\genuine interest (and perhaps even less expertise) simply to attract grant
funds and, perhaps even more important, the substantive indirect costs that accrue
to sponsoring institutions. Institutions are especially vulnerable to such
influences in timfls of financial stress and enrollment declines. “
Federally legislated requirements and. directives, such as Title IX, also
exaat a toll on'institutional golvency. Often, such requirements involve financial
demands far beyond what was anficipated. And all too frequently, institutions

are left to their own devices to answer these demands when federal funds are '

not provided for, the implementation of legislated requirements. R

’ Perhaps even greater threats to program integrity and academic freedom are

presented b more immediate sources of funds -- regents, trustees, directors,

legislative groups, and major benefactors. One cannot begin to estimate the

¢5mpromises that must be made in prder to meet economization directives and to

ensure the continuing availability of funds from such sources. 4ﬁ%&: v
Thus, we have taken a brief look af some of the problems ‘confronting .

institutions of higher education and their administrators; we also have examined,

in a cursory m@snner, some ot the competing influenees that attend thesé problems.

Questions remain regarding how individuat institutions and their administrators

will approach these‘and other,prohiema, and how they will respond to the

influences that accompany them. c—

<« 1. Will they be able to avoid compromising program integrity in the

interest of -economy and student recruitment and retention? If éo,. L
‘ ~how and to what degree? ‘ -

2, Will they be ablelto preéerve'aeademic freedom in the face of competing

edrollment and financial pressures? If so, how and to what degreef o
.3._ Will they be 'able to resist nndesirable influences and contfol by
governmental agencies and more immediate sources of financial support
as they strive for fiacal security? If so, how and to what degree?

k]

It ig readily apparent that the top administrators in the nation's public
' and private colleges and un;yersities have the unen;iable task of leading their
ithitutionamthrohgh a‘'period of crisis on courses fraught with many competing
alternatives, none¥f which latk potentially hegative influenCes It is
inevitable that some will fail -- hopefully, not many. Under the circumstances,
"the prospect of the college or university presidency‘almdﬁt brings to mind the

old adage often uged in reference to jobs of such complexity: "Anyone who .is

smart enough to handle the job probably is not stupid enough to take 1t!" .
+" (source unknown) ' 54 i
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